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ABSTRACT 
Research on the organisation identity phenomenon was pioneered by Albert and 
Whetten (1985), Dutton and Dukerich (1991) and Van Tonder (1987; 1999; 2004a). 
Organisation identity is often simply described as the distinctive character of the 
organisation and more formally defined as the core, unique, enduring and unifying 
features of the organisation. Labich (1994) argued that it is a central factor in 
corporate failure, while De Geus (1997) concluded that organisation identity is a 
critical factor in long-living organisations, but empirical research on organisation 
identity is exceptionally rare. In particular, the organisation identity–performance 
relationship, which raises and illuminates the relevance of the organisation identity 
construct, especially at an applied level and from the perspective of organisational 
management, has not received formal research attention.  
The present study was expressly concerned with the relevance of the organisation 
identity construct and specifically investigated the relationship between organisation 
identity and organisational performance. It elaborates on an earlier empirical study by 
Van Tonder (1999), which indicated that organisation identity relates to several 
critical organisational variables, including organisational culture, institutional focus, 
lifecycle stage, and organisational performance, and which suggested the relevance 
of the construct. The present study aimed to isolate and illuminate the key variables 
of organisation identity and organisational performance in order to study and clarify 
the relationship between these constructs.  
Consistent with a growing trend towards non-participation, only three of the 
organisations that were approached eventually participated in the research. 
Predominantly quantitative in approach, the study used an adapted organisation 
identity questionnaire (cf. Van Tonder, 1999) together with an organisational 
performance questionnaire (the PI or Performance Index) (Spannenberg & Theron, 
2002). Results from the 274 respondents revealed that organisation identity – both 
the ‘fact-of-identity’ and the organisational ‘sense-of-identity’ – are directly and 
indirectly related to the organisation’s performance. It was concluded that these 
findings are significant from the perspectives of the construct’s relevance to science, 
theory confirmation and building and at an applied (organisational managerial) level. 
The findings and their implications for continued research are discussed.  
 ix 
OPSOMMING 
Baanbrekernavorsing oor organisasie-identiteit is deur Albert en Whetten (1985), 
Dutton en Dukerich (1994) en Van Tonder (1987; 1999; 2004a) gedoen. Organisasie-
identiteit word dikwels gewoon as onderskeidende karakter van die organisasie 
beskryf en meer fornneel gedefinieer as daardie eienskappe wat dit as die kern, 
uniekheid, stanhoudenheid en samebindenheid saamvat. Labich (1994) redeneer dat 
dit ‘n sentrale faktor in korporatiewe mislukkings is, terwyl De Geus (1997) tot die 
slotsom kom dat organisasie-identiteit ‘n kritiese faktor in langlewende organisasies 
is. Empiriese navorsing oor organisasie-identiteit is egter besonder skaars. Die 
organisasie-identiteit–prestasie verhouding wat die relevansie van die organisasie-
identiteit konstruk na vore bring en toelig, veral op ‘n toegepasde vlak en vanuit die 
perspektief van organisatoriese bestuur in besonder, het nog geen formele 
navorsingsaandag ontvang nie.  
Die huidige studie was bepaald gemoeid met die relevansie van die organisasie-
identiteitkonstruk en het spesifiek die verhouding tussen organisasie-identiteit en 
organisasieprestasie ondersoek. Dit brei uit op ‘n vroeëre empiriese studie deur Van 
Tonder (1999), wat aangedui het dat organisasie-identiteit met verskeie kritiese 
organisatoriese veranderlikes insluitend organisasiekultuur, institusionele fokus, 
lewenssiklusfase, en organisasieprestasie verband hou en gesuggereer het dat die 
konstruk relevant is. Die huidige studie het ten doel gehad om die 
sleutelveranderlikes van organisasie-identiteit en organisasieprestasie te isoleer en 
toe te lig ten einde die verhouding tussen hierdie veranderlikes te bestudeer en op te 
helder.  
In lyn met die toenemende tendens van nie-deelname het slegs drie van die 
organisasies wat genader is, uiteindelik aan die navorsing deelgeneem. Die studie 
wat hoofsaaklik kwantitatief van aard was, het gebruik gemaak van ‘n aangepasde 
organisasie-identiteitvraelys (vergelyk Van Tonder, 1999) tesame met ‘n 
organisasieprestasie vraelys (die ‘PI’ of Prestasie-indeks) (Spannenberg & Theron, 
2002). Resultate bekom van die ongeveer 274 respondente het aangedui dat 
organisasie-identiteit – beide die organisatoriese ‘feit’ van identiteit en die 
organisatoriese ‘bewustheid’ of sin van identiteit - direk en indirek verband hou met 
die organisasie se prestasie. Die gevolgtrekking is gemaak dat die bevindinge 
 x 
betekenisvol is veral vanuit die perspektiewe van die konstruk se relevansie vir die 
wetenskap, teorie bevestiging, teoriebou en sowel as ‘n toegepasde vlak 
(organisatoriese bestuur). Die bevindinge en die implikasies daarvan vir voortgesette 
navorsing word bespreek. 
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CHAPTER ONE 
THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN ORGANISATION IDENTITY AND 
ORGANISATIONAL PERFORMANCE 
1.1 Introduction 
Mergers, acquisitions, downsizings and restructurings have become a constant 
feature in the day-to-day activities of companies and organisations in their pursuit of 
improved value, profits and customer service. Continuous change has become a 
hallmark of twenty-first century life (Pillsbury, 2000; Sikora, 2004). Although change 
has been a consistent challenge for organisations through the centuries, few 
organisations can lay claim to successful or sustainable change implementation; only 
a few organisations have learned to master change (Atkinson, 2003). This position is 
supported by the extant literature on mergers and acquisitions, which has shown that 
most mergers do not succeed, i.e. they do not achieve the objectives behind the 
merger or acquisition (Calandro, Dasari & Lane 2007; Frawley, 2007). So, for 
example, an online survey of law firms with active merger and acquisition practices 
placed the failure rate at a disturbing 75%, half of which destroys shareholder value 
(Chanen, 2003). Large-scale organisational change initiatives of this nature evidently 
neither achieve the expected ‘efficiencies’ nor do they create those celebrated 
‘synergies’. 
While change often holds potential for innovation and improvement, it also embraces 
uncertainty and an element of risk, especially with regard to the failure of the change 
initiative and/or poor organisational performance in a post-change situation. The 
message conveyed is somewhat paradoxical; on the one hand organisations have to 
pursue growth or face decline and death (Carnall, 2005; Chakravathy & Lorange, 
2007), yet if they grow, they will probably end up shrinking, i.e. they will soon enough 
engage in downsizing or similar cost containment strategies. In this regard it has been 
suggested that costly mergers, acquisitions, corporate restructurings and related 
organisational change events may herald the onset of organisational decline and 
bankruptcy or ‘death’ (Van Tonder, 2006b, 2007). 
A study undertaken by Royal Dutch-Shell, for example, suggested that organisational 
deaths are increasing at disturbing rates (De Geus, 1997). Corporate failure 
consequently appears to be a more probable outcome of large-scale change initiatives 
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than corporate success. The factors contributing to organisational failure are generally 
considered to include, among other things, volatile operating environments, 
inadequate leadership, ineffective people management and economic factors 
(Lepsinger, 2007; Walshe, 2003). Interestingly enough, these factors are no longer 
deemed to be the exclusive causes of organisational demise. Rather, they are more 
likely to be attributions made on the basis of performance than the actual causes of 
performance (Rosenzweig, 2006). The media and business news allude to more 
fundamental reasons for organisational failure, with thought-leaders turning their 
attention to the internal environment of the organisation and specifically to identity.  
Labich (1994), for example, argues that corporations fail for reasons such as a 
business identity crisis, failure of corporate vision, mishandling of debt loads, 
complacency and resistance to change, focusing off (or away from) the customers’ 
needs, low employee morale and hostility. The author more specifically attributes a 
business identity crisis to change fatigue and a tendency on the part of management 
to diversify into fields too far from the organisation’s essential core – mostly through 
unwise mergers and acquisitions (Labich, 1994, p. 4). This line of reasoning, which 
links organisational demise and, by implication, poor organisational performance to an 
inadequate identity, has been stated (and argued) more explicitly by Van Tonder 
(1999).  
Drawing on earlier research (Collins & Porras, 1994; Gustafson & Reger, 1995), 
Burchell (2002) points out that stimulating progress entails preservation of the 
organisational core, which is linked to the organisation’s identity and which possesses 
the ability to simultaneously support stability and change. The author argues that 
identities adopted by an organisation become part of the cultural mindset. He concurs 
with Schoenberger (1994) that firms such as Rank Xerox and IBM, whose identities 
were associated with strategies rather than core missions, suffered periods of failure 
(Burchell, 2002). More recently, Van Tonder and Lessing (2003) have pointed out that 
the sense-of-identity as a key organisational survival factor is beginning to emerge as 
a more plausible theoretical construct that could account for business failure or 
success.  
Awareness of this relationship between an organisation’s functioning and its identity 
appears since then to have gained momentum. Hannon, Baron, Hsu and Koçak 
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(2006), for example, have more recently argued that organisational changes, more 
specifically those associated with employment blueprints, are linked to the 
organisation identity. These changes, consequently, are more destabilising and, 
because of the implied risk of ill-considered employment practices that could 
adversely affect an organisation’s identity, they increase the probability of failure and 
diminished growth in market value.  
The preceding perspectives convey the generally held view that, firstly, organisation 
identity is a prominent and significant variable and, secondly, organisation identity is 
strongly related to organisational functioning and survival.  
From this perspective it seems logical (cf. Van Tonder, 2004a) that organisation 
identity is relevant to organisational functioning and is consequently appealing as a 
framework for comprehending organisational behaviour. However, with a few 
exceptions (cf. Albert & Whetten, 1985; Dutton, Dukerich & Harquail, 1994; Van 
Tonder, 1999) empirical support for this proposition is exceptionally limited. There is 
thus a substantive need for research on organisation identity, and several potentially 
productive avenues for meaningful research present themselves. It is against this 
background that the current study (as detailed in the ensuing sections) gains 
legitimacy as an important and timely avenue of inquiry.  
1.2 Background to and motivation for the study 
By way of introduction it is useful to note that the notion of identity has been 
approached from within several disciplines and fields of study, for example 
anthropology, philosophy, psychology, sociology, corporate communication, 
management theory, marketing, organisation theory, and organisational behaviour. In 
organisational settings identity emerged more clearly in the form of corporate identity. 
The latter has received extensive coverage in the corporate communications and 
marketing fields (cf. Alessandri, 2001; Balmer, 2001; Van Riel & Balmer, 1997; Van 
Tonder, 2006a). Identity has more recently also become a much discussed topic in the 
area of organisational behaviour and management, more specifically under the label 
of organisation identity (Ashforth & Mael, 1989; Gioia, Schultz & Corley, 2000a; Van 
Tonder, 2004a). 
The common-usage definition of identity as “the fact of being who and what a person 
or thing is” (The Concise Oxford Dictionary, 2002, p. 573) suggests some of the 
 4 
 
difficulties that science has had to address in pursuing research of an identity nature, 
for example the abstract and intangible nature of identity, which is compounded by the 
absence of clear and specific content dimensions (cf. Erikson, 1959; van Tonder, 
1987). This is observed also in definitions of identity concepts employed in 
organisational settings, such as corporate identity and organisation identity. Although 
they are characterised by inconsistencies (Christensen & Askegaard, 2001), 
definitions of corporate identity are plentiful. Corporate identity is commonly viewed as 
the purposeful projection of organisational attributes to various stakeholders, largely 
through planned and persuasive visual means (Van Tonder, 2006b). Organisation 
identity, in turn, is generally described as that which is central, enduring, and 
distinctive about an organisation’s character (Albert & Whetten, 1985) or, more 
economically, the organisation’s distinctive character (Van Tonder, 1999).  
Several researchers have set out to further clarify the meaning of the identity concept 
in their respective research areas. First in this regard was Erikson (1959, 1968) who is 
the most recognised and cited researcher of individual identity, but similar attempts 
were made by Albert and Whetten (1985) in terms of the organisation identity 
construct. However, Van Tonder and Lessing (2003) argue that these attempts did not 
succeed, largely because the identity construct is formless and its meaning 
ambiguous.  
It is understandable that in the absence of a clear and common definition of identity, 
different perspectives on the nature and role of identity will emerge. So, for example, it 
was argued that the only consistency in the literature on organisation identity on which 
scholars appear to agree is the diversity of perspectives that characterise the 
discourse (Hogg & Terry, 2000b; Pratt & Foreman, 2000b; Van Tonder, 2006b). This 
divergence in viewpoints has also been a consistent feature of contributions in the 
field of corporate identity (Balmer & Wilson, 1998; Christensen & Askegaard 2001; 
Van Rekom, 1997; Van Riel & Balmer, 1997; Van Tonder, 1999).  
The difficulties associated with the abstract nature and ambiguous meaning of the 
identity construct, together with an abundance of theoretical perspectives from diverse 
research disciplines, are considered to be the primary causes for the very limited 
number of empirical studies that have been conducted in the area of organisation 
identity (Van Tonder, 2004b). Balmer (2001) has expressed a similar view in respect 
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of corporate identity, and listed a number of reasons why empirical research on 
corporate identity was in short supply and why quantitative studies in particular were 
inappropriate at the time. A few empirical studies on organisation identity were 
nonetheless undertaken. These studies mostly took the form of exploratory and case-
study research (cf. Albert & Whetten, 1985; Dutton & Dukerich, 1991), the occasional 
exception being a mixed-methods study that incorporated both qualitative and 
quantitative approaches (cf. Van Tonder, 1999). Overall, though, very little substantive 
empirical research has been conducted over the years. Notwithstanding this scarcity 
of research, interest in the organisation identity construct is mushrooming (Van 
Tonder, 2006b). This suggests a sense of urgency in terms of establishing the 
scientific credibility of the organisation identity construct, and points more specifically 
to a need for meaningful empirical research. In the absence of empirical research, the 
usefulness of organisation identity as a construct (apart from theoretically inferred 
usefulness) is uncertain.  
Although there have been a limited number of empirical studies on corporate and 
organisation identity, scholars nonetheless argue that identity has a significant impact 
on the organisation. In the field of corporate identity, several authors have associated 
success and successful organisations with the organisation’s corporate identity 
(Gorman, 1994; Olins, 1989; Simões & Dibb, 2001; Smith, 1990). A positive corporate 
identity, for example, has been associated with financial rewards (Chajet, 1988), 
positive differentiation of the organisation in the marketplace (Melewar & Navalekar, 
2002), strategic gains (Balmer & Gray, 2000) and gains in terms of major change such 
as mergers and acquisitions (Balmer & Dinnie, 1999). These authors provide 
convincing arguments, but few empirical studies have been conducted (Melewar, 
2001) to verify how substantive these claims are. More research is required before the 
precise nature of this relationship can be substantiated.  
A similar situation is observed for research on organisation identity. Van Tonder 
(1999; 2006b), for example, differentiated between different intellectual traditions in 
research on organisation identity, and indicated that scholars in each of these 
traditions ascribe a significant impact to organisation identity. Accordingly, 
organisation identity is portrayed as shaping the organisation’s culture (Diamond, 
1991; 1993), cultivating support and loyalty among organisational stakeholders and 
enhancing the attractiveness of the organisation in the marketplace (Ashforth & Mael, 
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1989), impacting on organisational health and effectiveness (Albert & Whetten, 1985) 
and influencing organisational focus and the organisation’s adaptive and survival 
capability (Van Tonder, 2004a). It also impacts on the organisation’s capacity to effect 
change (Schoenberger, 1994). Apart from a study by Van Tonder (1999), which 
revealed firm and consistent relations between the organisation’s identity and various 
organisational performance indicators, there is little in the form of empirical evidence 
to support these knowledge claims. The many arguments that indicate this association 
between organisation identity and organisational functioning and survival 
consequently demonstrate the theoretical relevance of organisation identity in 
organisational functioning, but do not adequately convey relevance from an empirical 
perspective. The study by Van Tonder (1999) is an important first, in that it provides a 
substantive empirical account of organisation identity, but more studies that focus 
more specifically on this identity–performance relationship and reveal consistent 
patterns across organisations and industries are required to confirm the empirical 
relevance of the construct. Should the relationship between organisation identity and 
organisational performance be clarified and a consistent pattern of relatedness found, 
it would have significant implications for theories of organisation and organisational 
behaviour. At an applied level, such research would also hold major implications for 
the management of organisations. 
1.3 Statement of the research problem 
The research problem this study tackles has to do with the relationship between an 
organisation’s identity and its performance. Much debate and many conceptual papers 
have characterised the rise to prominence of organisation identity. Van Tonder 
(2006b, p. 14) argues that the organisation identity construct is gaining in prominence 
and that an upsurge of interest in both scholarly and business quarters is noted, but 
that applications of identity in organisational settings occur on the basis of “... 
assumptions and a weak scientific platform”. The dilemma with which the prospective 
organisation identity researcher will wrestle is therefore one of an increasingly popular, 
yet, from an empirical perspective, largely unsubstantiated, construct. In the absence 
of an adequate empirical platform, Van Tonder (2006b) has called for greater scholarly 
attention to the construct of organisation identity, and in particular to empirical 
research that will enable the confirmation or rebuttal of theoretical claims in respect of 
organisation identity.  
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This claim of a relationship between organisation identity and organisational 
performance (see section 1.2) is a powerful and pervasive theme that speaks to the 
relevance and importance of the identity construct and one that requires such 
empirical validation. In this regard Labich (1994) sensitised the general business 
community to this relationship when he argued that organisational failure (or success) 
is linked to the organisation’s identity. De Geus (1997) similarly suggested that an 
organisation’s survival (or otherwise) over the long term is in part a function of identity 
(one of four variables that appear to influence long-term survival). In a mixed-methods 
study, Van Tonder (1999) empirically demonstrated strong relationships between 
organisation identity and organisational performance measures, suggesting that 
organisation identity can account for sizeable variance in the performance of different 
organisations. The identity-performance relationship in the Van Tonder study, 
however, also revealed the influence of organisational size, while strong relations 
were also observed between organisation identity and variables such as the 
organisational lifecycle stage and organisational focus. While the Van Tonder (1999) 
study provided empirical support for the organisation identity–organisational 
performance relationship, it did not specifically isolate and focus on this relationship 
and, as a result, several other variables that were incorporated in the study detracted 
somewhat from this focus area. These observations underscore the need for an 
empirical study that will more clearly reveal the relatedness of organisation identity to 
organisational performance, or otherwise, and in so doing demonstrate relevance of 
the construct not only scientifically but also at an applied and operational level.  
Such a study, however, is constrained by the fact that researchers of organisation 
identity seldom use the same definition of organisation identity (van Tonder 2004c). 
Although Albert and Whetten’s (1985) definition is popularly subscribed to, the use of 
definitions of organisation identity has been inconsistent. Apart from its abstract nature 
and inherent vagueness, organisation identity is also approached from different 
academic disciplines and indeed intellectual traditions (Van Tonder, 2006b), which 
only serves to complicate research on the construct.  
In essence the research problem, then, is that organisation identity has rapidly 
emerged as a popular construct in managerial and scholarly circles on the grounds of 
its assumed relevance – more specifically its impact on organisational functioning. 
This is despite the fact that the construct is inherently ambiguous and that, as stated, 
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very little empirical research has been undertaken to date – a situation further 
exacerbated by the varied intellectual origins and disciplines from within which 
researchers approached the construct. 
1.4 Purpose of the research 
The brief discussion in the preceding section suggests several areas that warrant 
empirical research.  
1.4.1 The research question  
A central question emerging from the previous brief overview of the scientific status of 
the organisation identity construct is whether organisation identity is indeed as 
relevant as is suggested and often claimed. ‘Relevance’ in this context more 
specifically refers to the assumed significant causal relationship between an 
organisation’s identity and organisational functioning. While it intuitively seems logical 
that such a relationship should exist, the uncertainty arises from the ambiguous nature 
of the identity concept and the multiplicity of perspectives from which it has been 
approached. At a general level this suggests that directing research effort at clarifying 
the issue of relevance would be particularly meaningful. As organisational 
performance is an obvious indicator and manifestation of organisational functioning, it 
could be considered a suitable operationalisation of organisational functioning. This 
then translates into a more specific and hence more appropriate research question, 
namely: Is organisation identity related to organisational performance, and, if so, what 
is the nature of this relationship?  
1.4.2 The purpose statement 
Following on from this fundamental research question, the purpose of the study can 
accordingly be stated as: to empirically explore the relationship between organisation 
identity and organisational performance. 
1.4.3 Specific operational research questions and objectives 
This relationship between organisation identity and organisational performance has 
been addressed to an extent by Van Tonder (1999) in one of the very few empirical 
studies on organisation identity. However, as pointed out, Van Tonder’s (1999) study 
did not focus exclusively on this relationship and considered various other related 
organisational constructs simultaneously. Thus, while the study revealed that a 
relationship exists between organisation identity and organisational performance, this 
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relationship could not be disentangled from several other meaningful relations among 
the constructs. In addition, several definitions of organisation identity were 
operationalised for the first time in this empirical study. These ranged from fairly broad 
to more narrow conceptualisations of the organisation identity construct. As yet, no 
commonly subscribed to operational definition of organisation identity is available to 
the researcher. This suggests the need for research that is more firmly focused on the 
organisation identity–organisational performance relationship. However, to do so 
would also entail using different operational definitions of organisation identity. In this 
regard Van Tonder (1999, 2003, 2006b) has argued that the notion of organisation 
identity embraces two distinctly different content areas, namely, the more objective 
fact-of-identity, which would typically embrace definitions such as those proposed by 
Albert and Whetten (1985), and the more subjective sense-of-identity, which relates to 
the organisation’s awareness of its identity. These conceptualisations of organisation 
identity are considered in greater detail in Chapter Two.  
As a result, more specific operational questions that need to be addressed in order to 
answer the research question stated in paragraph 1.4.1 are:  
1.4.3.1  To what extent, if at all, does the organisational fact-of-identity – i.e. those 
organisational attributes that are perceived as unique, core, enduring (cf. 
Albert & Whetten, 1985), and unifying (cf. Van Tonder, 1999) – relate to 
and/or impact on organisational performance?  
1.4.3.2  To what extent, if at all, does the organisation’s sense-of-identity relate to 
and/or impact on organisational performance?  
1.4.3.3  Subject to the study revealing a relationship between the different 
definitions of identity and organisational performance, what is the relative 
influence of these two forms of identity on the organisation identity–
organisational performance relationship? 
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Following from these operational research questions, the specific objectives for the 
study can be stated as: 
1.4.3.4 To empirically investigate the relationship (if any) between the more 
objective fact of the identity of an organisation and the organisation’s 
performance. 
1.4.3.5  To empirically investigate the relationship (if any) between the sense of 
the identity of an organisation and the organisation’s performance. 
1.4.3.6 Subject to the relationships referred to in 1.4.3.1 and 1.4.3.2 being 
demonstrated, to establish the relative influence of the organisation’s fact-
of-identity and the organisation’s sense-of-Identity on the organisation’s 
performance. 
In essence the study will accentuate the identity–performance relationship and aim to 
dispel prevailing misconceptions in this regard.  
1.5 Contribution of the study 
The study as outlined is expected to contribute to the existing knowledge base in this 
domain in several ways.  
At the level of theory, it will illuminate the critical relationship between identity and 
performance and will provide a more detailed and exact understanding of the 
organisation identity and organisational performance relationship than has thus far 
been proposed. In this regard it will expand on the study by Van Tonder (1999, p. 
425), which linked identity to organisational focus, organisational lifecycle stage and 
stage of development, and organisational performance (effectively theory-building 
research). At the level of empiricism, it will comment and provide clarity on the nature 
of the empirical relationship of organisation identity with its performance, which 
constitutes theory testing. The study will provide a direct comment on both the 
theoretical and empirical relevance of the organisation identity construct, addressing 
an area characterised to date by assumptions rather than evidence. At the same time 
it should indicate the direction of the theory-building and theory-testing research that is 
needed, while also articulating specific avenues for future research.  
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The study will directly address organisational functioning and organisational 
performance, which are central to the managerial agenda and a persistent focus and 
concern. As such the study will offer an additional perspective from which managers 
could consider their organisation’s functioning. It should therefore also provide, at a 
practical business level, a platform for most organisations from which to improve their 
performance by ensuring that employees are engaging their work from an identity-
informed perspective.  
1.6 Overview of the research design and methodology 
The research design and methodology employed in pursuit of the research objectives 
are detailed in Chapter Three and consequently only briefly outlined in this section.  
The purpose of the research is to empirically explore the relationship between 
organisation identity and organisational performance. To this end it was indicated in 
section 1.4.3 that this study has two principal research objectives: (i) establishing the 
respective relationships between measures of the organisational fact-of-identity and 
the organisation’s sense-of-identity and organisational performance; and (ii) 
determining the relative influence of these identity constructs. 
The paradigmatic lens through which the research is viewed is largely functionalist 
and to a lesser extent interpretative, since the study aims to ascertain, yet also clarify, 
the nature of the relationship between various organisation identity constructs and the 
performance of the organisation. It views the organisation as a formal, empirical entity 
that is structured and whose functioning is controlled to the point of achieving and 
maintaining defined levels of effectiveness and efficiency, i.e. controlled performance 
(Morgan, 1990, pp.14–29; Van Tonder, 1999, p. 26). 
The research is explanatory in the sense that it will generate an understanding 
through explanation of the organisation identity concept through quantitative 
(statistical) and qualitative (interpretive) analyses.  
From a design perspective a post-hoc survey-guided field study was undertaken. The 
main research variables of this study are organisation identity, which is the primary 
independent variable, and organisational performance, which is the dependent 
variable. It is therefore essentially correlational in nature. For the purposes of this 
study, organisation identity as the core construct is defined as “... a cognitive gestalt or 
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integrative schema of the organisation’s attributes and features which reflect its 
uniqueness or distinctive, core and enduring character on the basis of which it is 
consistently perceived as unique or one of a kind” (Van Tonder, 1999, p. 234). 
Organisational performance, which is closely linked to the organisation, generally as a 
manifestation and a result or outcome of the organisation’s functioning, will be 
conceptually and theoretically viewed as a construct for the purposes of this study. It 
may be described more specifically as the result of those performance indicators that 
render the organisation successful or otherwise and ensure its medium- to long-term 
survival, or, conversely, its demise. Notions of organisational success are most 
commonly based on the organisation’s financial performance. In view of the ambiguity 
surrounding the organisation identity concept and also the variability in definitions of 
organisational performance, triangulation will be pursued to the extent that this is 
attainable. This implies, among other things, that variables will be translated into 
several different indicators based on the operational definitions employed. 
Organisation identity, like organisational performance, is an organisation-level 
phenomenon, with the organisation constituting the unit of analysis. The research 
population consequently comprises entire organisations. However, with Van Tonder 
(1999) observing a size-identity effect which impacted on and obscured the identity–
performance relationship, it is preferable to focus on comparable medium-sized and 
smaller organisations. Ideally, several organisations whose performance status clearly 
locates them in excellent or poor performing categories are required. Randomly 
sampled organisations from, for example, a list of qualifying companies are desirable.  
Most studies in organisational behaviour, however, utilise convenience or non-
probability samples, largely because of a growing reluctance among institutions to 
participate in research that may be viewed as compromising strategic advantage, or of 
minimal value to the organisation, or disruptive of operations. The number of within-
organisation respondents were maximised during the surveying process in order to 
adequately represent the organisation as a holistic entity. 
Data-gathering methods took the form of structured questionnaires, which are 
amenable to precise specification, and this increased the reliability of the 
observations. They also included open-ended questions that enabled elaborated 
responses by participants and can be subjected to basic content analysis (cf. van 
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Tonder, 1999). In the absence of standardised organisation identity instruments, the 
experimental measures utilised in the Van Tonder (1999) study were elaborated. The 
study uses a standardised organisational performance measure that focuses on the 
perception of performance and circumvents the (incomparable) variability of 
organisation-specific performance definitions and hence enables the administration of 
the instrument in organisations across economic sectors. 
Procedurally, the research commences with identifying and selecting or developing 
measures for the key constructs. The latter was piloted with volunteer respondents to 
test the clarity of concepts and improve the validity of instrument items. 
Questionnaires were completed by respondents of those organisations that agreed to 
participate in the research. These were followed up by interviews with selected 
respondents to supplement data secured through the questionnaires. Data obtained 
with the instruments was subjected to principal components analysis in order to 
uncover the latent structure (dimensions) of the instruments. Correlation analyses 
(using Pearson's product moment correlation coefficient) are used to establish the 
inter-relatedness of organisation identity and organisational performance and the 
magnitude and direction of such relatedness (if established). Regression analysis is 
used in an attempt to establish criterion-related validity for each of the identity 
constructs and their relative influence in this relationship. The analyses enable a 
credible response to the stated research question and operational questions given in 
section 1.4.  
1.7 Chapter outline  
The structure of the thesis follows the established sequence of activities in recognised 
research practice. Thus this introductory chapter (Chapter One) is followed by a 
review of the relevant literature on the subject of organisation identity (Chapter Two), 
while Chapter Three addresses the design and methodology of an empirical study on 
organisation identity. The results of the empirical study are reported in Chapter Four, 
and discussed and contextualised in Chapter Five. The thesis concludes with a 
summary of the research in Chapter Six. The contents of each of the chapters are 
briefly indicated below: 
Chapter Two: The identity of the organisation 
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Chapter Two reviews the extant knowledge on the origins and current status of the 
organisation identity construct. Apart from the brief historical overview and 
consideration of the construct’s development since approximately 1985, the chapter 
also briefly considers the current status of theory development and empiricism in 
respect of organisation identity. The relationship between organisation identity and 
organisational performance is considered from within the classical approach to 
organisation identity, and Organisation Identity Theory (OIT) in particular. 
Chapter Three: Design of the empirical study 
Chapter Three introduces the research framework used to guide the study, and 
provides a detailed account of the design considerations and methodological choices 
that were exercised in order to execute the study. 
Chapter Four: Results of the study 
The results of the empirical study are reported in Chapter Four, which commences 
with an account of the psychometric properties of the measurement instruments as 
revealed during the execution of the study. The remainder of the chapter reports the 
results obtained for each of the stated research questions in accordance with the 
originally stated research framework.  
Chapter Five: Discussion and conclusions 
Chapter Five considers the significance of the study’s findings. It contextualises the 
empirical observations in terms of the existing knowledge base on organisation 
identity and relates them in particular to the stated research questions. The 
implications for Organisation Identity Theory (OIT) and the management of 
organisations emerging from the study are considered, as well as the limitations of the 
research and future research avenues arising from the study.   
Chapter Six: Research synopsis 
Chapter Six comprises an elaborated and reasonably detailed synopsis of the study in 
its entirety.  
1.8 Chapter summary  
Chapter One introduced a case for research to be conducted on the research topic of 
organisation identity and its role in influencing organisational functioning. This was 
done by way of background information through which the research problem and 
 15 
 
questions were obtained. This chapter also provided the motivation for the study and 
highlighted what contribution this study would make to theory, empiricism and 
organisational behaviour. This was followed by an overview of the research design 
and methodology, which introduced how the study would be broached in order to 
achieve specific goals. A chapter outline was also provided in order to create the 
context of the study. The next chapter details the concepts of organisation identity and 
organisational performance and its prevalence in organisational behaviour as it has 
been researched theoretically and empirically.  
*** 
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CHAPTER TWO 
THE IDENTITY OF THE ORGANISATION 
2.1 Introduction 
In the context of rapid change brought by globalisation, with its commensurate impact 
on, and change in organisations, Chapter One briefly introduced the subject of 
organisation identity as an important and relevant but under-researched theoretical 
construct. The potentially critical role and contribution of such a construct in 
understanding organisational functioning and ultimately organisational survival was 
accentuated. At the same time it was acknowledged that the perceived relevance of 
organisation identity is more an intuitive belief than an empirical reality. In view of the 
growing popularity of the organisation identity construct, the existing weak empirical 
base on which this was premised was seen as problematic and indicative of a need 
for focused empirical research in terms of the construct’s relevance. A study that 
explicitly addressed the relationship between an organisation’s identity and its 
performance was consequently considered necessary and timely.  
Against this background, the purpose of this chapter is to provide an overview of the 
existing knowledge on the subject of organisation identity. The review commences 
with a consideration of individual identity as a point of departure, followed by a 
consideration of identity in organisational settings. The latter comprises two prominent 
literature streams, namely those focusing on what is traditionally labelled corporate 
identity and the more recent stream concerned with organisation identity. After 
clarifying the differences between these two constructs, the focus shifts more 
pertinently to organisation identity as viewed from within the so-called classical 
tradition – a school of thought that views the construct more psychologically and 
holistically (cf. Van Tonder, 1999; 2006b; Van Tonder & Lessing, 2003). In this 
domain the discourse on organisation identity has continued for some time, but as 
empirical research is sparse, a more intense consideration of the theoretical and 
empirical status of research into organisation identity is pursued. The discussion 
touches on challenges that surround the concept of organisation identity, from which 
the need for further research emerges more clearly. The issue of the organisation 
identity construct’s relevance (embodied, inter alia, in the relationship of the 
organisation’s identity to its performance) is dealt with by the brief consideration of 
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empirical research on the subject and is considered from within the classical 
approach to organisation identity and specifically Organisation Identity Theory (OIT). 
The literature review concludes with a summary statement of the research problem 
and the fundamental research question to which Chapter Three, the design of the 
empirical study, is more pertinently directed.  
2.2 Identity and individual identity  
“The research dilemma, of course, is that the most fundamental bases of identity 
generally prove to be the most elusive”.  
Hsu and Hannan (2005, p. 475) 
Much of the problematic nature of identity concepts applied to organisations is a 
direct result of the inherent complexity of the identity phenomenon. Consequently, 
and without engaging in a detailed review of personal or individual identity, the 
following section briefly highlights the foundations and complexity of the identity 
phenomenon. 
2.2.1 Foundations and fundamentals of individual identity  
The concept of identity has long been a topic of discussion in disciplines such as 
philosophy, psychology, sociology and anthropology. The term ‘identity’ is a common 
term in everyday language and is most typically defined as “the fact of who or what a 
person or thing is” and “the characteristics determining this” (The Concise Oxford 
Dictionary, 2002, p. 573). The term ‘identity’ is generally taken to mean ‘the same’, 
being the translation of the Latin idem, of which it is a derivative (Abend, 1974; Van 
Tonder, 1987; 2006b).  
As a concept, identity is anything but novel: philosophers have debated the subject of 
identity for at least the past 2500 years (Van Tonder, 2007) and the debate can be 
traced to the work of, inter alia, Socrates and Plato (Gioia, 1998). Identity, as used in 
everyday discussion, however, derived its popularity and importance largely from the 
discipline of psychology, where the term received focused attention from some of the 
earlier psychologists such as James (1920) and Freud (1968). Its use in 
psychological theories, for example, substantially precedes that of applications in 
organisational and corporate settings (cf. Van Tonder & Van Tonder, 2006).  
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By way of introduction, consider for example Gouws, Louw, Meyer and Plug’s (1979, 
p. 127) psychologically based definition of identity as a person’s feeling that she or he 
remains the same person despite the lapse of time and changes that accompany the 
passage of time. They view the term identity as a shortened version of ‘personal 
identity’ and a ‘feeling of identity’. The authors, however, also recognise that identity 
refers to a person’s feeling that he or she belongs to a group or groups with which 
important commonalities are shared. This latter perspective, which embeds the 
meaning of identity more purposefully in a social setting, was later labelled and 
articulated as social identity (see also section 2.3.2). These two dimensions in the 
definition hint at the diversity in perspectives which characterise the discourse 
surrounding the identity concept. 
In most of the existing work, identity is viewed as a psychological construct in relation 
to other psychological constructs such as the self, personality, and individual roles 
(van Tonder, 1987). These views stress the individual, communal, social, and role 
elements of identity. Historically, it has been asserted that it is a significant and 
influential yet tacit phenomenon (cf. Erikson, 1959, 1968). In more recent times it has 
been argued that the notion of identity has always been an important phenomenon 
and construct in human development and functioning, but that it remains a difficult 
construct to work with because it is essentially invisible and its presence difficult to 
detect and record (Van Tonder, 2004c). 
The early psychological origins of the individual or personal identity concept were 
substantially influenced by Freud, who first introduced the study of the unconscious 
mind and who believed that conscious experiences are merely the tip of the iceberg 
(Freud, 1968). Beneath the surface are primitive biological urges that are in conflict 
with societal requirements and society’s notion of morality. According to Freud (1968), 
these motivations and conflicts are responsible for much observed human behaviour; 
he argues that personality is an energy system comprising the id, ego and superego. 
In psychoanalysis (the study of the mind and treatment of mental and emotional 
disorders based on revealing and investigating the role of the unconscious mind), 
identity is associated with the ‘self’ of an individual person. The individual self is 
informed by the individual’s perceptions of the environment, and is responsible for 
modifying the anti-social instincts of the id, and is itself modified by the conscience or 
superego. From this very brief perspective and superficial reflection on Freud’s initial 
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concept of individual or personal identity, the concept emerges as a moderating and 
regulating mechanism which is operative at the conceptual interface between the self 
and the environment. Other psychologists have since viewed identity in a similar role, 
as personhood (Rogers, 1980), individuation (Jung, 1969), and a sense-of-identity 
(Allport, 1955; 1961; Freud, 1968; James, 1920). Within the discipline of psychology it 
is Erik Erikson, however, who is credited for popularising the notion of identity (cf. 
Westin, 1983), largely through his intense work with adolescent identity in clinical 
practice for approximately two decades (Van Tonder, 1987, p. 20). Westin’s notion of 
identity subsequently informed virtually all identity research conducted during the 
ensuing two decades (Bourne, 1978). 
While Erikson (a student of Freud) recognised Freud’s contributions to our 
understanding of human development, he held variant views on some of Freud’s 
basic tenets. Erikson (1959, pp. 59–102) defined identity as “one’s ability to maintain 
inner sameness and continuity, matched by sameness and continuity of one’s 
meaning for others”. This he simultaneously described as  
o a conscious sense of individual identity,  
o an unconscious striving for continuity of personal character;  
o a criterion for the silent doings (dynamics) of ego synthesis; and  
o a maintenance of an inner solidarity with a group’s ideals and identity. 
Erikson (1959, 1968) held that humans develop through psychosocial stages and 
emphasised the prevalence of developmental change throughout the entire lifespan. 
Erikson’s (1959) primary focus was on identity development during childhood and 
adolescence. In his view, everyone will experience transition through eight 
psychosocial development stages, with the first four occurring during childhood and 
the second four during adulthood. Identity development occurs during the early 
adolescent stage and involves discovering and establishing who we are, what we are 
all about, and where we are headed in life.   
According to Erikson (1968), adolescents have to undergo transition through an 
identity crisis in order to build an identity and to achieve some sense of themselves. 
Erikson’s (1968) stage theory of personality development includes critical decision 
nodes or turning points (crises), the outcome of which will partly determine the course 
of future personality development (Lahey, 1995, p. 340). The task of constructing an 
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appropriate identity during this transition is itself challenging, often characterised by 
tremendous existential confusion, and substantial difficulty. Many factors collectively 
influence the manner in which the identity development ‘task’ unfolds. Van Tonder 
(1987, pp. 33-36, 87; 1999, p. 156) further concludes that identity development could 
assume different forms depending on the person’s stage of development, and 
consequently indicates that, initially, identity development is more appropriately 
viewed as identity acquisition. During the early stages of a person’s development this 
is secured largely through introjections and identification, as the cognitive integration 
capabilities required to form or develop an own distinctive identity are still evolving 
and it is only later when, as Erikson (1959, p. 113) argued, the utility value of 
identification decreases, that identity formation commences. This rudimentary 
typology allows for variation in the experienced intensity of the identity acquisition 
task and consequently offers a more plausible and moderated view. Accordingly, the 
identity dilemma of an adolescent could, but may not, assume the character of a full-
scale identity crisis. Erikson’s (1959, 1968) theory furthermore suggests that during 
periods of stability, identity remains at an unconscious level and enters 
consciousness only when inner conditions and outer circumstances combine (cf. 
Erikson, 1968; Van Tonder, 2004c, p. 2).  
The abstract and inconclusive definitional parameters of the identity construct, as well 
as the complexities of recording and analysing the phenomenon (Van Tonder, 2004c, 
p. 3) are some of the key concerns that confront researchers in the field of identity 
research.  
2.2.2 A complex and ambiguous phenomenon 
A quick review of the relevant literature will reveal that the identity construct and its 
treatment in research are characterised by a range of conceptual and operational 
ambiguities and complexities.  
Uncertain definitional parameters 
While there was consistency in the conceptual foundations of identity as presented in 
Erikson’s contributory work on the concept, the different theoretical perspectives and 
the definitions that have since emerged remain vague. The limitations of 
contemporary research on the identity concept (and its derivatives) demand a more 
definitive account of the concept, as many inconsistent interpretations still remain. 
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Erikson (1959, p. 102) argued that the term identity retains some ambiguity – a view 
echoed more recently by Van Tonder (1999). During the mid-1980s Van Tonder 
(1987) pointed out that the vast majority of studies in the identity domain were 
characterised by uncertainty and that the notion of identity is problematic and poses a 
conceptual dilemma to researchers (Van Tonder, 1987). This ambiguity is probably 
one of the more important reasons why only a limited number of empirical studies 
have been conducted to date; the uncertain definitional parameters of the concept will 
most certainly constrain empirical progress.  
Of the documented work in this area, Van Tonder (1987, 1999, 2003, 2004a), in 
pursuit of a definition of the concepts of identity and organisation identity, has 
probably developed the most conclusive theoretical foundations for the concept. The 
author traced the origins of the concept’s common usage back to 1570 AD, when it 
was used to refer to a sense of unity, and ‘identical’ became understood as being the 
same or being absolutely or essentially similar (Van Tonder, 1987). Following from 
this the author conducted in-depth research which resulted in a more considered 
definition of identity. Accordingly, identity was viewed (Van Tonder, 1987, pp. 23–28, 
60–65) firstly as the uniqueness, solidarity, autonomy, continuity over time, and the 
discreteness of the individual – a product of intra-psychic qualities. It was viewed, 
secondly, as a product of social interaction which comprised both an objective and a 
subjective component, where the former (‘objective identity’) is a dynamic cognitive 
gestalt which is descriptive of the individual, and the latter a subjective identity which 
refers to the individual’s sense of possessing an identity. Yet even though this author 
has advanced a more considered and elaborate theoretical perspective on the nature 
of personal identity, various other factors contribute to a sense of complexity.  
Single versus multiple identities 
This ambiguity arising from the absence of a precise and commonly subscribed to 
definition of identity is not aided by contrasting perspectives on whether an individual 
person possesses a single or multiple identities. Several scholars subscribe to the 
view that identity can be defined as one’s answer to the question "Who am I?” (Schley 
& Wagenfield, 1979; Stryker & Serpe, 1982), which in itself allows multiple 
interpretations and vantage points that could be equally valid. Many of the answers to 
this question have been linked to role identity, or identities associated with different 
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roles assumed and performed by a person, which in turn influence his or her role-
related behaviour (Desrochers, Andreassi & Thompson, 2002, p. 1). Burke and 
Reitzes (1981) are of the view that the prominence ascribed to identity influences how 
much effort is invested in a role and how well the person performs in each role. This 
notion of multiple roles and their association with multiple identities is a source of 
some debate, which also surfaces in the discourse on organisation identity (see 
section 2.4.3). It is argued that the various (presumed) identities that compose the 
self-exist in a hierarchy of salience, where identities that are ranked highest are most 
likely to be invoked in those situations that engage different facets of the self (Stryker, 
1968). 
Different identity concepts 
Above and beyond these considerations, it is also observed that several related 
identity concepts exist, which further cloud the identity concept and consequently 
prevent a clear understanding of its precise definitional boundaries from emerging. In 
this regard notions of social identity, group identity, ethnic identity, community identity, 
sexual identity and place identity represent some of the concepts in use. It is beyond 
the scope and focus of this thesis to explore these concepts (although in section 2.3.2 
those concepts which have been transported to organisational settings, such as social 
identity, are briefly reviewed).  
Notwithstanding the extensive research that has been conducted on the individual or 
personal identity concept, there is ample evidence to confirm the inherently complex 
nature of the concept. This, then, provides a brief perspective from which to consider 
the identity concept in organisational settings.   
2.3 Identity in organisational settings 
Research on identity in organisational settings probably commenced because many 
people believe, as does Bernstein (1984), that organisations, not unlike individuals, 
also possess identities. Of those that do believe that organisations possess identities, 
a sizeable group is of the opinion that organisation identity should not be equated or 
associated with or related to individual or personal identity (cf. Gioia, Schultz & Corley 
2000 b). 
From this brief introduction it should be evident that the notion of identity in 
organisational settings is equally, if not more, complex than that observed in respect 
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of individual identity. This is so because two pertinent literature streams are observed 
when identity in organisations is considered, namely corporate identity and 
organisation identity. In addition, more recent developments also reveal the growing 
importance and salience of social identity in organisational settings (see in particular 
Haslam, 2001; Haslam, Van Knippenberg, Platow & Ellemers, 2003). Of these 
concepts, the author will more pertinently comment on corporate identity and 
organisation identity in the ensuing sections.  
Both corporate identity and organisation identity are later variations of the root 
concept identity, and both these concepts convey elements of a theory of individual 
identity from within a psychological discipline (Van Tonder, 1987; 2006b). However, 
as Van Tonder (2007) argues, this is rarely detected and, if recognised, seldom 
acknowledged, largely because of the diverse intellectual origins of the corporate 
identity and organisation identity constructs.  
As indicated in Chapter One, identity in organisational settings has received a great 
deal of attention within the marketing and corporate communication disciplines, 
specifically in the form of corporate identity. Not unlike the intellectual history of 
corporate identity, the origins of organisation identity are also diffuse and the details 
of its emergence not entirely clear. It is a more recent contribution to the social 
sciences, emerging around the 1980s, and follows some two decades after the 
emergence of corporate identity. It has received more attention in recent years, as a 
less visible (tacit) and ‘beneath the surface’ concept (Van Tonder, 2004b), and its 
foundations are more clearly found in the discipline of psychology, yet the subject 
appears to manifest itself more pertinently in the disciplines of organisation theory, 
organisational behaviour and related management sciences (Van Tonder & Van 
Tonder, 2006). Although the work by Albert & Whetten (1985) is generally considered 
the commencement of the organisation identity movement, this is neither entirely 
clear nor correct.  
With increasing cross-referencing between the corporate identity and organisation 
identity literature bases it becomes necessary to articulate the relationship between 
the two concepts. An overview of the two literature streams is consequently provided 
in the section that follows, commencing with corporate identity.  
2.3.1 Corporate Identity  
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During the early years of the identity concept’s emergence in the organisational 
setting, it was largely presented under the label of corporate identity. Balmer and 
Greyser (2003, p. 67) suggest that Martineau actually coined the phrase in 1958.  
Balmer (2001) later argued that corporate identity followed in the footsteps of 
corporate image, which was particularly salient during the early 1950s and 1960s in 
the United States of America. Others, such as Alessandri (2001), are of the view that 
corporate identity as a concept in reality emerged more prominently during the 1970s, 
when it was more clearly differentiated from corporate image. The historical progress 
and evolution of the concept of corporate identity is purported to have followed the 
course of firstly corporate image, followed by corporate identity, corporate personality 
and, subsequent to that, corporate communication, corporate reputation and more 
recently corporate brand management and branding. These concepts, of course, are 
all interrelated, and consequently contribute to substantial confusion about the 
definitional parameters of the concept – like that observed in respect of individual 
identity (as detailed in the previous section). In this regard Balmer (2001) has 
criticised the extant literature on corporate identity for its imprecision in its usage of 
the variant concepts. This criticism is valid, as the content of related concepts in use 
in the corporate identity domain is very similar and careful differentiation is needed 
when these concepts are used in research or intellectual discourse. Note also, for 
example, the relatedness of corporate image and corporate reputation. Corporate 
image, by one account, is defined as the totality of stakeholders’ perceptions of the 
way in which an organisation presents itself, while corporate reputation is considered 
to be a reflection of the historical, accumulated and enduring impact(s) of previously 
observed identity cues and possible transactional experiences and may be positive or 
negative in tone (cf. Marwick & Fill, 1997, p. 398). Consider also the diffuseness of 
the concepts of corporate identity and corporate personality.  
Whereas Marwick and Fill (1997, p. 397) define corporate identity as “the 
organisation’s presentation of itself to its various stakeholders and the means by 
which it distinguishes itself from other organisations”, other scholars view it as the 
answer to the question of “Who are we?” (Kiriakidou & Millward, 2000, p. 50) the 
answer to which seeks meaning and justification (Ashforth & Mael, 1996). The 
similarities between this concept and that of corporate personality are close, if one 
compares Balmer and Van Riel’s (1997) view of corporate identity as an 
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organisation’s unique characteristics that are rooted in the behaviour of its members, 
with Van Heerden and Puth’s (1995) view of corporate personality as the set of 
intellectual and behavioural characteristics that serve to distinguish one institution 
from another. Many authors in fact suggest a closely intertwined relationship between 
corporate identity and corporate personality, the former being derived from the latter 
(Shee & Abratt, 1989; Bernstein, 1984). 
Against this brief introduction, it is useful to consider what is meant, generally, by the 
term corporate identity. In this regard it is noteworthy that Balmer (1995) initially 
identified seven conceptual groupings within the literature on corporate identity, which 
all posited alternative (although closely related) perspectives on corporate identity. 
Several authors subsequently reduced these conceptual groupings to three strands 
(Van Riel & Balmer, 1997) and two streams (Balmer & Wilson, 1998). This view has 
been echoed by Van Tonder (1999), who argues that a more appropriate 
categorisation of the different understandings of corporate identity is found in two 
distinct intellectual streams and literature bases. This author argues that the 
distinction between the two different streams is one of emphasis and that the two 
schools are in fact not mutually exclusive. 
Van Riel and Balmer (1997), for example, differentiate between three strands or 
schools. The first two focus selectively on graphic design and communication 
respectively, while the broader third stream is more interdisciplinary and incorporates 
behaviour, communication and symbolism. In the first, corporate identity is considered 
synonymous with organisational nomenclature, logos, company house style and 
visual identification (within the graphic design paradigm). The second school is 
concerned with communication, arguing that corporate identity is essentially about 
consistency in formal corporate communication, and that such communication 
between an institution and its stakeholders should be effective. The third stream or 
interdisciplinary school in turn proceeds from the position that an organisation’s 
identity is revealed through its behaviour, communication, and symbolism (Balmer & 
Van Riel, 1997; Olins, 1978). Van Tonder (1999), after conducting an extensive 
analysis of relevant literature and a range of definitions, has concluded that the most 
established and most common school of thought on corporate identity is that which 
accentuates the visual and design components of the organisation. Corporate identity 
from this perspective is viewed as the visual articulation and projection of a desired 
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identity for the organisation, and this is achieved through such means as the 
company’s name, its logo, its corporate colours, its tagline, slogans and symbols, and 
facilities. As a result of this principal focus on the organisation’s desired identity (what 
it wants to become in visual terms), Kiriakidou and Millward (2000, p. 49) have 
criticised the corporate identity concept as being of limited value. They argue that it 
ignores the operational reality of the organisation’s actual pre-existing identity (what 
the organisation is). Van Tonder (1999) has argued that the most salient dynamic of 
this approach is that the organisation attempts to influence or manipulate the 
perceptions of its various stakeholder constituencies and audiences by means of this 
visually projected corporate identity. It is theorised that this manipulation of the image 
that the institution’s audiences and stakeholder constituencies retain will predispose 
them favourably towards the institution and its operations, and ultimately its products 
and services.  
The second school of thought is one that tends to focus more on the organisation’s 
innate personality (Abratt, 1989; Ackerman, 1984; Balmer, 1995; Glover, 1993; 
Kiriakidou & Millward, 2000), which embraces organisational attributes such as the 
organisation’s mission, philosophy and culture. Proponents of this intellectual stream 
typically argue that the ‘external’ visual manifestation of some desired identity must 
reflect these core organisational constructs. Illustrative of this school are, for example, 
Olins (1978), who introduced the concept of corporate personality, and Balmer (1995) 
who linked this corporate personality to the values held by the employees. Those who 
subscribe to this school of thought argue that the visual manifestations of the 
organisation (for example the logo, colours, and slogans) are (or should be) 
manifestations of the organisation’s underlying character.  
Intellectual traditions in research, however, evolve on a continuous basis and 
although the divide between these two schools of thought (or paradigms) was earlier 
quite marked, this divide has increasingly shrunk over the past decade. This is 
presumably the result of improved communication and the quality of the information at 
the disposal of researchers and scholars, from which different perspectives on the 
identity construct, as observed in organisational settings, are obtained and are 
increasingly aligned with one another. 
The difficulties encountered in research on individual or personal identity (section 
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2.2.2) are akin to those found in the literature on corporate identity. Although 
empirical research on corporate identity has been steadily increasing, the existing 
knowledge still reflects a very strong need for empiricism (Melewar, 2001; Van Riel, 
Van den Ban & Heijmans, 2001). Balmer and Soenen (cited in Alessandri, 2001) 
argue that the confusion within the corporate identity field around the terminology 
used is related to the scarcity of empirical research. Similarly, measurement issues 
regularly appear in the recent academic literature (Alessandri, 2001; Bromley, 2001), 
and suggest that the confounding aspect of working with corporate identity is the 
vague and abstract nature of the concept, and hence the difficulty of operationalising 
it for empirical research. In what is probably a consequence of the different 
intellectual streams concerning corporate identity, several views on the nature of 
corporate identity have emerged, which, in the words of Christensen and Askegaard 
(2001) have not contributed to greater precision in the use of the concepts corporate 
identity and corporate image.  
It appears that, recently, organisations and organisational management are investing 
substantially in corporate identity, and increasingly in the closely related concept of 
corporate branding (Van Tonder, 2007). The latter, which represents a more recent 
artefact of an evolution that commenced with the notion of a corporate image during 
the late 1950s, has recently transcended notions of corporate identity. It currently 
integrates elements of both the traditional concept of corporate identity and the more 
recent concept of organisation identity (Esterhuizen & Van Tonder, 2006). Corporate 
identity, however, is not the primary focus of the current study, and this brief overview 
is merely intended as a platform for considering organisation identity (section 2.3.2). 
Publications on corporate identity over the past decade have revealed a growing 
awareness and an intensified interest in the subject – in academic, scientific and 
business circles alike (Balmer & Stotvig, 1997; Christensen & Askegaard, 2001; 
Kiriakidou & Millward, 2000). Van Tonder and Lessing (2003) have, however, 
criticised the presentation, treatment, and generally the quality of the academic 
debate and literature base on corporate identity for its absence of ‘psychological 
depth’ and sophistication. They have concluded that the subject base has not yet 
evolved to the level where the psychological fundamentals of the identity concept 
have been recognised and incorporated.  
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The explosion of literature on corporate identity can also be observed in the area of 
organisation identity (Albert, Ashforth & Dutton, 2000; Balmer & Stotvig, 1997; 
Carstens, 2007; Carstens & Van Tonder, 2006; Chreim, 2005; Christensen & 
Askegaard, 2001; Foreman & Whetten, 2002; Gioia, Schultz & Corley, 2000a 
Kiriakidou & Millward, 2000; Marwick & Fill, 1997; Van Halderen & Van Riel, 2007; 
Van Tonder, 2006b, Van Tonder & Lessing, 2003; Voss, Cable & Voss, 2006), even 
though the literature on the latter has been exceptionally limited to date. Despite this 
rapidly growing interest in both corporate and organisation identity, there is some 
concern that this mushrooming literature base is of limited theoretical use (Balmer & 
Gray, 2000; Melewar, Saunders & Balmer, 2001). As indicated in Chapter One, one 
of the prompts to the current study is that applications of identity in organisational 
settings are in fact premised on “assumptions and a weak scientific platform” (Van 
Tonder, 2006b, p. 14). In essence, then, we observe that organisation identity, which 
is loosely referred to as the character of the organisation (as opposed to the visually 
projected features and desired character of the organisation) is a more recent 
addition to the scholarly domain. Like research on corporate identity, it is 
characterised by an upsurge of interest, despite the different foci and emphases of 
the different literature streams. It is consequently necessary to elaborate on the 
nature of organisation identity.  
2.3.2 Organisation Identity  
Organisation identity is a much more recent addition to the fields of management 
theory and the management disciplines than the broader notion of identity, which was 
introduced into the corporate communications and marketing fields some time ago. 
The seminal work by Albert and Whetten (1985) is considered a critical position 
marker in the emergence of the organisation identity concept, but it cannot be 
concluded that this introduction of the concept into popular scientific use necessarily 
marks the conceptual origins of organisation identity research. The intellectual origins 
and history of the organisation identity concept are less clear than those of corporate 
identity. Hatch and Schultz (2002) indicate that Albert and Whetten’s (1985) view of 
organisation identity drew on earlier work by Mead and Cooley, while Nag, Corley and 
Gioia (2007), for example, refer to earlier work by Selznick (around 1957), who 
suggested that an organisation’s distinctive competence was closely aligned with its 
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members’ collective sense of self-definition. This suggests an earlier and more 
rudimentary sense of organisation identity.  
Unlike corporate identity, which has its intellectual origins in the corporate 
communications and marketing disciplines, organisation identity emerged more 
purposefully from the management and organisation theory disciplines (Van Tonder & 
Lessing, 2003). Van Tonder (2006b) has argued that both these concepts are 
premised on the root psychological concept of identity, but this is not sufficiently 
acknowledged. Notwithstanding this observation, the literature and discourse on 
corporate identity significantly exceed those on organisation identity.  
2.3.2.1 Relatedness of corporate identity and organisation identity 
A paradoxical feature of the intellectual discourse surrounding these concepts is that 
although the term identity is a common denominator and is the stronger unit of 
meaning in these phrases (corporate identity; organisation identity), in their 
characteristics and the way they are depicted they are substantially removed from 
each other. To the uninformed reader this may appear as a difference in nuance, but 
from the intellectual discourse and subject discipline perspectives, these terms 
convey a major division. Van Tonder (2006b) refers to the ‘reversible raincoat’, a 
metaphor introduced by Glover (1993) to illustrate the different perspectives and 
relatedness of corporate identity and organisation identity. Accordingly, the external 
surface of the raincoat is typically equated with corporate identity, as representing the 
projected, external and visual image and character of the organisation. The inside of 
the raincoat, i.e. the internal surface, refers to organisation identity, which is typically 
construed as the personality or character of the organisation (which entails the inner 
features such as the culture, values and related variables of the organisation). 
Glover (1993), who is representative of the second school of thought in the corporate 
identity domain (see section 2.3.1), argues that the raincoat should be reversed: the 
inside should become the outside. This, it is argued (Van Tonder, 1999; 2006b), 
symbolises the relative roles and significance of organisation identity and corporate 
identity. The phenomenon of organisation identity is, however, more complex than 
this perspective on the relatedness of these two variant concepts of identity in 
organisational settings may suggest. The nature and approaches to organisation 
identity are briefly addressed in the following section.  
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2.3.2.2 The nature of organisation identity 
The notion of organisation identity was to all intents and purposes introduced and 
popularised by Albert and Whetten (1985), who defined it as those features of the 
organisation that are considered central, enduring and distinctive (Albert & Whetten, 
1985, p. 265). This conceptualisation of organisation identity is well accepted within 
the broader scholarly community, but this does not preclude the incorporation of other 
equally well accepted definitions of organisation identity, and a range of additional 
(complementary or oppositional) perspectives have since surfaced. 
A central feature of the current discourse is the acknowledgement that the term 
organisation identity has very different meanings for different scholars (Corley, 
Harquail, Pratt, Glynn, Fiol & Hatch, 2006; Cornelissen, 2006; Hsu & Hannan, 2005; 
Illia & Lurati, 2006; Nag et al., 2007; Pólos, Hannan & Carroll, 2002). The extensive 
theoretical diversity which informs the discourse and research of scholars 
(Cornelissen, 2006; Pratt & Foreman, 2000b) is part of the difficulty surrounding the 
use of identity concepts in organisational settings. Substantial alignment is also 
observed, for example, between definitions of organisation identity and corporate 
identity. Scholars in both these areas confidently view both organisation and 
corporate identity as the organisation’s distinctive or distinguishing attributes or 
distinctive character or its perceived uniqueness (Ackerman, 1984; Balmer, 1995; 
Balmer & Gray, 1999; Balmer & Stotvig, 1997; Bromley, 2001; Downey, 1986; 
Elsbach & Kramer, 1996; Van Tonder, 1999; Wright, 1994). In addition, both 
corporate identity and organisation identity scholars acknowledge and apply Schley 
and Wagenfield’s (1979, p. 20) open-ended view of identity as the totality of the 
response to the question “Who am I?” to the organisation, as “Who are we as an 
organisation?” (Albert et al., 2000; Badaracco, 1998; Balmer, 1995; Nag et al., 2007; 
Pratt & Foreman, 2000b; Santos & Eisenhardt, 2005; Van Tonder, 2006a; Van 
Tonder 2006b; Van Tonder & Lessing, 2003).  
More recently, organisation identity was also conceptualised as comprising social 
codes (rules) that articulate those features that the organisation is expected to 
possess (Hsu & Hannan, 2005; Pólos, Hannan, & Carroll, 2002), which suggests an 
entirely different perspective for considering the nature and role of the organisation 
identity construct.  
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In some quarters the nature of organisation identity is very clearly justified from an 
ontological position. In this regard several scholars have argued that identity is 
socially constructed: that organisation identity exists only insofar as people believe it 
exists (Albert & Whetten, 1985; Ashforth & Mael, 1989; 1996). From this perspective, 
which appears to be gaining ground, it seems plausible that some organisations may 
not have an identity, simply because their employees do not believe in such 
phenomena. While this perspective is subject to criticism, it does mark a progression 
in terms of how and what organisation identity is ‘becoming’ in scholarly discourse. 
Others, notably those researchers in disciplines such as corporate communication, 
marketing and the like, argue that the identity of the organisation is a tangible, 
empirical reality that can be seen, felt and experienced (Abratt, 1989). This difference 
in ontological position provides a clearer distinction between corporate and 
organisation identity, in that management scholars and organisational behaviourists 
tend to regard identity as a socially constructed phenomenon, while marketers regard 
identity as an empirical reality which can be felt, seen and experienced. 
The diffuseness of the conceptual boundaries of what organisation identity and 
personal identity are is highlighted by Pratt and Foreman (2000b), who argue for a 
very strong and reciprocal relationship between the two constructs. It has in fact been 
argued that the term organisation identity is a misnomer in the majority of instances in 
which it is used, as it is frequently used with reference to the identity of an individual 
employee (Van Tonder & Lessing, 2003), and does not sufficiently relate to the 
organisation as the unit of analysis. This confusion is understandable, because 
several academics argue that parallels can be observed between individual (or 
personal) identity and organisation identity (cf. Van Tonder, 1999), yet equally strong 
views that oppose such an association are regularly voiced (cf. Gioia et al., 2000 b). 
Among those that do view organisation identity as an attribute of the organisation-as-
collective, notions of multiple organisational identities are often suggested (e.g. 
Anteby & Wrzesniewski, 2007; Foreman & Whetten, 2002; Pratt & Foreman, 2000a). 
Ashforth and Mael (1996), for example, distinguish between objective identity and 
perceived identity, where identity may be seen as a 'sense of self' that is collectively 
felt, or as an independent reality which exists regardless of the degree of employee 
identification. This is similar to Van Tonder’s (1987, 1999) distinction between the 
group and organisational ‘fact-of-identity’ and ‘sense-of-identity’.  
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In practice, though, as has been said, the vast majority of these definitions have not 
been validated through robust empirical research. Notwithstanding the variation in 
how organisation identity is conceptualised, Albert and Whetten’s (1985) articulation 
of organisation identity has found substantial acceptance among scholars in the 
management disciplines and has served as the primary definitional platform from 
which research on organisation identity commenced. These authors are widely 
acknowledged for their contribution in advancing the notion of organisation identity 
(Gioia et al., 2000a; Scott & Lane, 2000; Van Tonder, 1999). The substantial increase 
in identity research during the last decade, however, saw the use of their notion of 
organisation identity moving beyond its earlier role of providing the definitive 
conceptual parameters for organisation identity research. Researchers are no longer 
bound to the specifics of this conceptualisation (cf. Corley et al., 2006; Ravasi & 
Schultz, 2006) and consequently a lack of consensus on the definitional parameters 
of key identity terminology is to be expected (cf. Albert, Ashforth & Dutton, 2000). 
Albert and Whetten’s (1985) work has instead spawned a new surge of exploratory 
research in a multitude of new directions and varied approaches to conceptualisation 
of organisation identity (Nag et al., 2007) – to the extent that scholars are uncertain 
as to the best way of conceptualising organisation identity. The extent of this 
‘paradigm proliferation’ is evident in the call by Corley et al. (2006) to researchers to 
be explicit in their conceptualisation of organisation identity. 
While the cited definitions reveal a common thread in the sense that they all refer to 
the underlying personality or character of the organisation as a collective, they 
actually reflect different intellectual traditions and scholarly approaches (cf. Carstens 
& Van Tonder, 2006; Sugreen & Van Tonder, 2006; Van Tonder, 1999; 2006b; Van 
Tonder & Lessing, 2003; Van Tonder & Van Tonder, 2006), which impact on the 
manner in which the concepts are operationalised and researched.  
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2.3.2.3 Scholarly approaches to organisation identity 
Several identity researchers have advanced views or models that differentiate 
between different organisational stances or positions in respect of organisation 
identity. So, for example, Brickson (2005; 2007) distinguishes between different 
orientations to organisation identity in which the organisation could assume an 
individualistic, a relational or a collectivist orientation – all of which refer to the specific 
manner in which the organisation views its identity. Van Tonder (1999; 2006b) in turn 
differentiated between different forms of organisation identity, which allowed for a 
more objectively construed organisational ‘fact-of-identity’ and an organisational 
‘sense-of-identity’.  
Empirical research (especially cluster analysis of empirical observations) 
subsequently revealed a finer categorisation system with several sense-of-identity 
statuses for organisations, for example a positive, healthy sense-of-identity, and 
several negative or problematic identity statuses which embrace identity diffusion and 
identity crises. Unlike these studies, which articulate identity typologies (on different 
identity constructs), Ravasi and Schultz (2006) offer a higher level abstraction and 
categorisation scheme that differentiates identity research on the basis of its assumed 
perspective – whether the research is more closely aligned with a social 
constructivism or a social actor perspective – captured by the phrases sense making 
(concerning collectively arrived at understandings), and sense giving (pertaining to 
identity claims effectively prescribed by institutional leadership). A simplistic but very 
clear categorisation of organisation identity research foci (or objects) was presented 
by Gioia et al. (2000b, p. 146) in order to clarify the confusion in the extant literature.  
Accordingly they argued that the conceptualisation of organisation identity could be 
categorised on the basis of where the researcher’s concern is directed, i.e. at the 
identity of organisations, at the identity of people within organisations, or at people’s 
identification with organisations (also see in this regard Van Tonder, 1999, 2006b for 
commentary on the unit of analysis). Going beyond categorisation systems at the 
level of researcher concerns, Van Tonder (1999) introduced a meta-categorisation 
system which clusters research on organisation identity in terms of its fundamental 
philosophy of organisation identity. Accordingly, several intellectual traditions 
emerged from an analysis of the different theoretical stances adopted by researchers 
and their conceptualisation of organisation identity (Van Tonder, 1999).  
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Originally four distinct intellectual traditions were identified: the psychoanalytic or the 
systems psychodynamic approach, the social identity approach, the communications 
approach, and the classical approach to organisation identity (Van Tonder, 1999). 
However, this has more recently been reduced to three primary schools of thought 
(Van Tonder, 2004c), omitting the communication approach. In this regard the author 
argued that the communication approach in effect represents an intermediate or 
hybrid conceptualisation of identity as such and identity in collective (e.g. 
organisational) settings, which reflects the growing convergence of the corporate 
identity and organisation identity literature streams. Thus it was not considered a 
distinctive identity approach, but more appropriately viewed as a bridging perspective. 
These scholarly approaches are briefly highlighted in section 2.3.2.2. 
There is some uncertainty surrounding the issue of whether these traditions or 
approaches are deep-seated, enduring intellectual traditions or whether they are 
merely contemporary approaches. This uncertainty arises from the absence of 
sufficient literature (both conceptual and theory contributions and empirical research). 
More recent researchers, notably Haslam (2001) and others, and Van Tonder (2004c) 
and co-workers, very clearly and specifically identify the theoretical paradigms (social 
identity and organisation identity in the classical tradition respectively) from within 
which they initiate and demarcate their research, and these appear to follow 
conceptual divisions in the earlier identity and organisation identity literature. This 
suggests that researchers are pursuing intellectual traditions rather than 
contemporary approaches. Of importance is that both intellectual traditions and 
scholarly approaches emphasise that some commonality is observed in the 
intellectual exploration of organisation identity, i.e. in the discourse, conceptual writing 
or empirical exploration of the concept and phenomenon. For this reason the phrases 
‘intellectual traditions’ and ‘scholarly approaches’ are used interchangeably in this 
study. Of the three approaches indicated by Van Tonder (2004c), the psychoanalytic 
approach appears to be less commonly reported in the more popular management 
and organisation psychology journals than the other approaches.   
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The psychoanalytic or systems psychodynamic approach 
The first of these, the psychoanalytic or systems psychodynamic approach, draws on 
and applies concepts from individual psychoanalytic theory, such as those relevant 
during childhood and ego development, in its view of organisation identity. From 
within this school of thought, organisation identity is defined as the unconscious 
foundation of organisation culture (Brown & Starkey, 2000; Czander, 1993; Diamond, 
1993). This approach regards organisation identity as the framework from which the 
organisation and the motives of its employees can be analysed and understood – 
largely from the position of employees’ perceptions of threat, insecurity and anxiety 
and the defence mechanisms they muster in response to such situations (Van 
Tonder, 1999; 2006b; Van Tonder & Lessing, 2003). Organisation identity introduces 
structure that defines and regulates organisational life and hence provides a sense of 
security. Van Tonder (1999) has, however, argued that the systems psychodynamic 
approach is essentially focused on and concerned with the individual rather than the 
organisation as the unit of analysis and as such the term ‘organisation identity’ is not 
used correctly.  
The social identity approach 
In social identity theory, identity emerges from the context of intergroup relations and 
appears to be an approach that accentuates the social dimension of identity – one of 
two primary dimensions on which individual and personal identity is defined, the other 
being the intra-psychic dimension, relating to personality attributes, that contributes to 
a sense of sameness, continuity, unity and uniqueness. Tajfel (1974) introduced 
social identity as the individual’s awareness that he or she belongs to specific social 
groups which have value and emotional significance for him or her. Ashforth and Mael 
(1989) were instrumental in the transfer of social identity concepts to the 
organisational setting and raising scholarly awareness of the application value of this 
approach to viewing organisation identity. Recent proponents of this approach include 
Haslam (2001) and Haslam, Van Knippenberg, Platow & Ellemers (2003). According 
to Van Tonder (2003; 2006b), the notion of organisation identity (referring to the 
identity of the organisation as a holistic entity) is introduced in social identity theory 
only insofar as a group/organisation exists with an identity attractive enough for a 
potential member to seek to belong to it. This is the essence of social identity: the 
positive self-definition and identity that accrues from membership to social groupings. 
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In the organisational sense, social identity or a social organisation identity will refer to 
the identity of the organisation as obtained through its membership and/or role in 
other social systems (e.g. chambers of commerce and industry).   
The classical approach 
Scholarly work that resides within this category of intellectual approaches to 
organisation identity typically focuses on the identity of the organisation as 
organisation i.e. the organisation as the unit of analysis (Van Tonder, 1999, 2006b, 
2007). It is not concerned with the identity of individual employees who constitute the 
organisation, which is the central focus of the psychoanalytic approach and is to an 
extent evident in the social identity approach. While the social identity approach could 
comfortably be applied at the level of both the individual and the organisation, the 
majority of scholars currently tend to focus on the individual rather than on the social 
collectives. Secondly, in their conceptualisation of organisation identity, researchers 
in the classical tradition (e.g. Albert & Whetten, 1985; Dutton & Dukerich, 1991; 
Dutton, Dukerich & Harquail 1994; Van Tonder, 1987, 1999) incorporate elements of 
Erikson’s (1959, 1968) original concept of individual identity to varying degrees. 
Bridging corporate identity and organisation identity: Hecht’s (1993) 
communication theory 
Originally Van Tonder (1999) positioned Hecht’s (1993) communication theory as a 
separate approach to the study of organisation identity, but in more recent research 
(cf. Van Tonder, 2006b) it is depicted as an artefact of knowledge sharing, i.e. the 
result of the cross-disciplinary influence of different perspectives on identity. Although 
not explicitly concerned with the organisation, Hecht’s (1993) communication theory 
of identity with its four interdependent frames (personal, enactment, relational and 
communal) suggests a link between corporate and organisation identity. It is 
presented as complementary to social identity and reflects content that relates to both 
corporate and organisation identity perspectives. Hecht (1993), moreover, clearly 
acknowledges a communal and collective setting (‘frame’) within which identity is 
found, and allows for an interface between identities of different entities (e.g. the 
identities of the individual and the group). In its most simplified form, identity is 
defined as a characteristic of the individual, which is stored as self-cognitions and 
feelings and/or a spiritual sense of self. These are translated into messages about the 
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self which are then exchanged during communication transactions; identity is 
essentially portrayed as a process of communication and self-expression (Hecht, 
1993). Criticism raised against Hecht’s (1993) ‘communication theory of identity’ is, 
inter alia, that it does not clarify the precise role and function of identity with regard to 
the individual or group’s functioning (Van Tonder & Lessing, 2003, p. 24). When the 
theory is applied to organisational settings (for which it allows), a holistic appreciation 
of identity is not possible, as the collective form of identity is underdeveloped.  
Prominent contributors and thought leaders in each of these intellectual traditions are 
indicated in Table 2.1. 
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Table 2.1: Two primary literature streams and their respective schools of thought  
 
 
Literature Stream 1: Corporate Identity  Literature Stream 2: Organisation Identity 
1. Visual & design 
focus 
2. Innate or distinct 
personality 
Bridging 
perspective 
1. The 
psychoanalytic 
school 
2. Social identity 
school 3. Classical school 
Halloran (1985) 
Olins (1990) 
Balmer & Stotvig  
(1997) 
Melewar & 
Navalekar (2002) 
Ackerman (1984) 
Abratt (1989) 
Balmer (1995) 
Kiriakidou & 
Millward (2000) 
Hecht 
(1993) 
Diamond (1993)  
Czander (1993)  
Brown & Starkey 
(2000) 
Ashforth & Mael 
(1989)  
Haslam (2001) 
Haslam, Van 
Knippenberg, 
Platow & Ellemers, 
(2003) 
Hogg & Terry 
(2000a) 
Albert & Whetten 
(1985) 
Dutton & Dukerich 
(1991) 
Dutton, Dukerich & 
Harquail, (1994) 
Van Tonder (1987, 
1999) 
 
 
(Source: Van Tonder, 2006b, p. 13 – reproduced with permission) 
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2.3.2.4 Organisation identity from within the classical tradition 
As indicated in section 2.3.2, organisation identity emerged from the organisation 
theory and management disciplines. Among several intellectual traditions observed 
in the scholarly literature, it is the so-called classical approach to organisation 
identity that is more validly regarded as ‘organisation identity’ – being the identity of 
the organisation as holistic system and unit of analysis. This approach to 
organisation identity is evidenced in particular in the work of Albert and Whetten 
(1985), Dutton and Dukerich (1991), Dutton et al. (1994), Gioia and Thomas (1996) 
and Van Tonder (1987, 1999). The other traditions confound organisation identity 
with individual or personal identity and the contribution of collective identity to 
strengthening this individual identity. Although the psychoanalytic or systems 
psychodynamic approach is grounded in traditional psychology, and the social 
identity approach derives its impetus from social psychology, contemporary 
concepts of organisation identity are advocated largely by management scholars 
and organisational theorists. This occurs notwithstanding the psychological platform 
provided by the base concept identity.  
With the occasional exception (cf. Van Tonder, 1999), this is also true of the 
classical approach to organisation identity, which similarly is founded on elements of 
a psychology of identity, but promoted from within management and organisation 
theory disciplines. This may explain the criticism levelled against the (limited) theory 
available on organisation identity, as coherent and systemic theories of ‘person’, 
which enable an appreciation of identity’s role in a more comprehensive ‘person 
system’, are located in the domain of psychology and are not found in the 
management or organisation theory disciplines, nor are they found in the corporate 
communications and marketing disciplines in which corporate identity is prominent 
(Van Tonder, 2004c; Van Tonder & Van Tonder, 2006). Apart from the theoretical 
and empirical contributions of Van Tonder (1999; 2006a), such applied 
psychological perspectives are virtually non-existent. As a result it is difficult to 
appreciate the role and contribution of identity in the organisation when such 
systemic theories are not available. It is understandable therefore that many 
researchers will bemoan the fact that theory remains problematic and that empirical 
research is scant and seriously needed.   
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Although some variation is observed in the definitions of organisation identity 
emanating from within this school of thought, sufficient commonality is observable, 
with most relating to Albert and Whetten’s (1985) definition. This is the most widely 
used and cited definition of organisation identity and depicts the phenomenon as the 
organisation’s central, distinctive and enduring features (Albert & Whetten, 1985). 
For these researchers, identity is a normative construct that incorporates features 
such as the organisation’s ideology, management philosophy, culture and rituals, 
mission, values and beliefs, norms, competencies, and customary ways of doing 
things. Pratt and Foreman (2000 a, p. 20) understand these qualities as those 
attributes that are “fundamental” and “uniquely descriptive” of the organisation and 
that “persist within the organisation over time”. They are developed and maintained 
through interaction with others, making organisational comparisons and reflecting on 
these (Albert & Whetten, 1985, p. 223). Most researchers within this research 
tradition have used this view of organisation identity as their point of departure but, 
as section 2.4.1 highlights, contemporary research foci appear to have moved 
beyond these definitional parameters and are beginning to modify them on the basis 
of recent empirical research (see also section 2.4.3).  
The variety of theoretical contributions on organisation identity within this tradition 
suggests that organisation identity will impact on many organisational variables, 
namely, organisational health, effectiveness, attractiveness, desirable outcomes, 
role clarity, shaping of perceptions and behaviours, personal security and self-
esteem, organisational life, culture, focus, adaptation and survival (Albert & 
Whetten, 1985; Dutton and Dukerich, 1991; Dutton et al., 1994; Van Tonder, 1987; 
1999). So, for example, Gioia and Thomas (1996) argue that the strategic discourse 
of an organisation is important to its identity, and consequently strategic change 
implies identity change (linking identity dynamics to change). By contrast, Collins 
and Porras (1994) argue that the core ideology of an organisation, which comprises 
a core purpose and core values, actually constitutes the organisation’s identity, 
which should remain unchanged (transcend any change). They add that such fixed 
core values and core purpose ensure success amid changing business strategies. 
Identity dynamics are, however, not viewed in the same way by the researchers 
within this school of thought. Van Tonder and Lessing (2003) state that organisation 
identity is a lifecycle-linked phenomenon that is sensitive to change during 
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organisational transitions or when the organisation is more at risk, such as in a rapid 
growth or decline stage, and that the phenomenon is established and maintained at 
an unconscious level.  
Although useful theoretical contributions have been proposed by the researchers 
who reside within this school of thought, these lack the complete systemic frames, 
the coherence and clarity needed for a theory proper, which has to guide empirical 
research. The only study that offers a theoretical framework that appears to address 
most elements of an adequate systemic theory and which would enable systematic 
empirical exploration in terms of this frame is offered by Van Tonder (1999). This 
theory is elaborated in section 2.4.2 as a guiding frame for the present study.  
2.3.3 Consolidation  
In the first instance it would appear that corporate identity is a much broader 
concept than organisation identity. The enduring focus of the corporate identity 
literature was informed by its historical foothold on the corporate image and graphic 
design domain and, while this is still dominant, the boundaries between different 
schools of thought on corporate identity are becoming diffuse. The second school of 
thought, which focuses more on the organisation’s innate personality and 
organisational features such as purpose or mission, culture and values, is more 
closely aligned with the ‘classical’ approach to viewing organisation identity. 
Secondly, of the different traditions observed within the organisation identity 
literature base, it is the classical approach in particular that is of interest. This 
approach aligns more clearly with the fundamentals of a psychological concept of 
identity as originally conceptualised by Erikson (1959) and is more closely related to 
contemporary perspectives of organisation psychology – the sub-discipline within 
which this study is located. The classical approach to studying organisation identity 
is consequently the primary focus of the current research.  
2.4 Organisation identity: current status 
The current status of organisation identity research is introduced with a brief 
commentary on topics currently receiving attention from researchers in the field of 
organisation identity. Secondly, because the current research is pursued from within 
the very specific theoretical framework offered by Organisation Identity Theory (OIT), 
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this theory is briefly highlighted and empirical progress in terms of this theory frame 
considered. Following this, the contemporary challenges and the relevance of 
organisation identity, in particular the current status of research on the relationship 
between organisation identity and organisational performance, receive attention.  
2.4.1 Contemporary foci of organisation identity research  
Historically, research on identity in organisational settings has developed in distinct 
and independent research tracks. Corporate identity emerged during the 1970s and 
organisation identity during the mid-1980s, with little or no interaction between 
scholars representing the different research tracks (and intellectual traditions). 
Whereas corporate identity and organisation identity were effectively diverging in 
terms of their respective foci before 2000, research after 2000 reveals greater 
recognition and acknowledgement of interfaces and interdependencies, and some 
incorporation of cross-disciplinary perspectives in organisation identity research. This 
is a direct consequence of increasing access and communication between scholars 
of different scientific orientations, largely as a consequence of technology, the 
phenomenon of globalism and a greater awareness of the value of cross-disciplinary 
research (and recognition that single-discipline research into complex life 
phenomena tends to provide simplistic solutions). This post-2000 convergence in 
research is evident, for example, in the conceptual content of different identity 
concepts (corporate identity, organisation identity) which are being substituted for 
one another, and an increasing incorporation of cross-disciplinary theoretical 
perspectives. For example, prior to 2000 researchers were reluctant to venture 
beyond their disciplinary boundaries (e.g. management theorists, marketing and 
public relations/communications researchers). Since 2000, however, management 
theorists have incorporated perspectives from psychology and marketing, and vice 
versa. 
In terms of organisation identity in particular, it is observed that the focus on the 
seminal work by Albert and Whetten (1985) and in particular their definition of 
organisation identity, which dictated most conceptual research prior to 2000, is now 
shifting. This shift appears to entail a movement towards the following:  
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 More micro theories, for example on the tangibility/malleability of identity, which 
entails a narrowing yet deepening focus on one facet of Albert and Whetten’s 
definition – the enduring quality; 
 A branching away from Albert and Whetten’s (1985) original concept of 
organisation identity in the direction of new constructs such as organisation 
identity ambiguity (Corley & Gioia, 2004); organisational identification (Riketta, 
2005); the organisation’s sense-of-identity and organisation’s fact-of-identity 
(Carstens, 2007; Carstens & Van Tonder, 2006; Sugreen & Van Tonder, 2006; 
Van Tonder, 1999; Van Tonder, 2006b; Van Tonder & Van Tonder, 2006); 
organisation identity strength (Kreiner & Ashforth, 2004); and organisation 
identity orientation (Brickson, 2005, 2007). It is also spiralling into broader and 
ancillary research areas such as environmental influence (cf. Rao, Monin & 
Durand, 2003); and approached from different vantage points (cf. Hsu & 
Hannan, 2005); 
 Generally a more serious pursuit of empirical research (cf. Brickson, 2005; Cole 
& Bruch, 2006; Van Tonder, 2006b; Voss, Cable & Voss, 2006);  
 Processes leading to the acquisition or development of identity, such as sense 
making (Santos & Eisenhardt, 2005);  
 Exploration of organisation identity in relation to a number of different, relevant 
organisational variables and themes, or from within different schools of thought 
such as the organisation ecology approach (cf. Hsu & Hannan, 2005);  
 Development of typologies or categorisation systems which aim to differentiate 
between different paradigms, concepts/forms and approaches to organisation 
identity.  
The upsurge of interest in organisation identity appears to signify greater 
differentiation and a deepening of research in the direction of multiple micro-
perspectives on facets of organisation identity. At the same time an expansion of the 
research domain is observed, for example in foci that capture ‘new’ themes. These 
new themes include the relationship between organisation identity and organisational 
culture (cf. Hatch & Schultz, 2002; Ravasi & Schultz, 2006) and the relatedness of 
identity to change, for example identity ambiguity and uncertainty during mergers 
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and acquisitions (Corley & Gioia, 2004; Seo & Hill, 2005). This perspective is also 
shifting the focus of organisation identity research to changes in identity during such 
change in organisation/context, and the consideration then of threats to organisation 
identity (Fiol, 2001; Nag et al., 2007; Nag, Corley & Gioia, 2007). Additionally, 
organisation identity has been considered in terms of its relational role (Lewellyn, 
2002; Illia & Lurati, 2006; Whetten & Mackey, 2002) and how it, for example, relates 
to stakeholders and corporate reputation. This direction of study is validated from 
both a theoretical position and an empirical perspective. From the position of theory, 
it is argued that identity is socially constructed through drawing on the organisation’s 
internal reflective conceptualisation of itself and through incorporation of 
environmental (audience) perspectives on its identity (e.g. Santos & Eisenhardt, 
2005; Van Tonder, 1987). From an empirical perspective this environmental 
influence (e.g. of stakeholders or audiences) has been demonstrated by Rao, Monin 
and Durand (2003).  
Whetten (2006) has argued that the concept of organisation identity needs to be 
analytically distinguished from related concepts and can be used for legitimate 
identity claims referents. In this regard organisation identity is treated as analogous 
to individual identity and should be studied in terms of members’ responses to the 
question of “who are we as an organisation?” and within the parameters of a defined 
identity-claim conceptual domain (what) and associated phenomenological markers 
of identity-referencing discourse (how, when, why) (Whetten (2006, p. 219). To this 
end Whetten (2006) clarified the central, enduring and distinctive features of 
organisational identity as having a structural standard which comprises a hierarchy 
of features contained in three levels (higher, middle and lower). This structural 
standard defines organisational identity, provided it comprises features from all three 
levels.  
Organisation identity research has also been criticised for its dominant cognitive 
focus (Nag et al., 2007) but it is unavoidable that the research would drift towards 
meaning creation, learning and specifically sense making (or sense giving), simply 
because most of the theoretical concepts of organisation identity tend towards some 
form of schema or self-referential meaning structure. The manner in which 
organisation identity assists members of an organisation to make sense of their 
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organisation (Santos & Eisenhardt, 2005), and the emotional attachment and 
coherence associated with such identity-based sense making (Kogut, 2000) are 
illustrative of this development – a subject introduced recently by Brown & Starkey 
(2000).  
Of the new typologies that have emerged, that of Brickson (2005, 2007) accentuates 
alternative orientations that organisations can hold in terms of organisation identity. 
In essence, organisation identity orientation refers to the locus of self-definition of 
the organisation (as a single entity, as a relational or relationship partner, or as part 
of a group). A second construct that is receiving attention is that of organisation 
identity strength (Cole & Bruch, 2006). The authors argue that organisation identity 
strength is concerned with how deeply and how widely the extent or degree of 
individual members’ identity perceptions stretches (the extent to which the identity 
perception may be shared). In this sense there is a degree of overlap with, for 
example, the organisation’s sense-of-identity (Van Tonder, 1999), in that 
organisation identity strength (Kreiner & Ashforth, 2004) manifests itself in members’ 
sense of their organisation’s history, traditions and various other organisation-
specific practices (Gioia & Thomas, 1996). 
The focus has also shifted towards greater attention to the process of developing an 
organisation identity; in this regard authors such as Santos and Eisenhardt (2005) 
and Cole and Bruch (2006) are notable. In essence the foci of researchers are 
diverging again and expanding rapidly to incorporate a new, expanded range of 
concepts, processes and relationships, with organisation identity at the centre of this 
expanding research domain. However, even though empirical research is on the 
increase, scholars generally acknowledge that research on most of these aspects is 
still in its infancy (Gioia, Schultz & Corley, 2002; Haslam et al., 2003; Cole & Bruch, 
2006). A systematic and structured approach to developing the organisation identity 
concept’s scientific boundaries and contribution is not yet visible, and contemporary 
foci of researchers appear instead to correspond with the era of paradigm 
proliferation in management theory (cf. Van Tonder, 1999), when a rush of new 
theories surfaced in a very short period of time. Systematic theory building and 
progressive empirical exploration and verification of theoretical premises are what 
appear to be needed most. Organisation Identity Theory (OIT) is one of the few 
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theoretical frameworks that currently enable systematic empirical exploration of 
theoretical propositions with regard to organisation identity. This theoretical frame is 
briefly introduced in section 2.4.2. 
2.4.2 The classical approach: OIT as a theoretical framework for organisation 
identity  
With organisation identity being a fairly recent addition to the various identity 
concepts in use among scholars, it follows that the literature on organisation identity 
will be equally limited (see also Chapter One). Despite the recent upsurge of interest 
in both the areas of corporate identity and organisation identity, the literature base 
has still not developed to the point where it can be considered a meaningful and 
substantive source of knowledge on the phenomenon. By 1999, some 14 years after 
Albert and Whetten’s (1985) seminal contribution on the subject of organisation 
identity, nothing more than fragmented contributions to theory on organisation 
identity had emerged and adequately developed theories of organisation identity had 
remained elusive (Van Tonder, 1999, p. 196). This prompted a thorough analysis of 
available theoretical contributions on the subject of organisation identity and the 
elaboration of an earlier theory of group identity (Van Tonder, 1987) into a 
comprehensive and more systemic theory of organisation identity (Van Tonder, 
1999). This theory (Organisation Identity Theory – OIT) is currently the most 
complete, systemic and coherent theory of organisation identity, for it is the only 
theory that defines the phenomenon of organisation identity within a more 
encompassing theory of human and organismic functioning, and consequently 
organisational functioning, and in so doing clearly outlines the role, purpose and 
consequences of organisation. Although theoretical contributions with regard to 
social identity (Haslam, 2001; Haslam et al., 2003) and organisation identity from a 
systems psychodynamic perspective (Brown & Starkey, 2000; Diamond, 1993) have 
since gained prominence, these contributions, though detailed at a micro level, still 
lack the characteristics of more systemic and coherent theories.  
The current study is pursued from within the discipline of industrial and 
organisational psychology, and the organisation identity theory advanced by 
Van Tonder (1999, 2006b; Van Tonder & Lessing, 2003) is one of the very few 
theories that attempt to address identity within organisational settings from within a 
systemic psychological framework. It consequently provides an appropriate 
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framework for the current study and its research objectives. For this reason 
organisation identity theory (OIT) is briefly summarised (cf. Van Tonder, 1999; 
2004a; 2004b): 
o Organisation identity is presented from a psychological view of the organisation 
and is described by Van Tonder (1999, p. 203) as an integral part of the overall 
personality structure and system of the organisation. This personality system 
comprises the organisational psyche (the core of personality); the 
organisational self-concept, which is closely linked to the organisational 
psyche; and the organisation’s identity, which is an integrative structure, yet 
also a mechanism through which to differentiate the organisation from similar 
institutions or organisations in its environment. These constructs are dynamic 
structures and are continuously evolving. The organisational psyche is 
considered the essence and life-sustaining energy and drive of the 
organisation, whereas the self-concept is a self-expression in emotional and 
judgmental terms (Van Tonder (1999, p. 203). Organisation identity, viewed in 
terms of this basic framework, is an integrative schema (cognitive or meaning 
structure) and framework with a very selective focus and purpose. 
o The primary purpose of organisation identity is to clearly articulate who and 
what the organisation is. This it achieves through a tacit process of data-
gathering (e.g. internally generated perspectives or perspectives from the 
organisational environment), reflection and introspection (self-categorisation). 
This process has to reveal the extent to which the organisation is distinctive 
relative to similar institutions or organisations in its environment, which is 
necessary for purposes of adapting, competing and surviving. Such 
distinctiveness could present in different forms. It could, for example, manifest 
itself as indistinctiveness and as a consequence the organisation will be 
lagging competitively behind similar organisations (an adaptation lag). 
Alternatively, the organisation could present as being clearly distinctive, ahead 
of similar organisations (an adaptation lead). This differentiation of the 
organisation from its environment, however, cannot allow an excessive 
adaptation gap to develop (whether lagging or leading), i.e. one that is beyond 
the organisation’s adaptive capability, as this could bring on its demise. The 
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focus of organisation identity, consequently, is to reveal the direction and 
magnitude of adaptation needed in order for the organisation to survive. This 
only becomes clear once the organisation has succeeded in defining itself 
relative to its environment and has established to what extent it is distinctive.  
o Van Tonder (1999, p. 204) more specifically defines organisation identity as 
“… a cognitive gestalt or integrative schema of the organisation's attributes and 
features which reflects its uniqueness or distinctive, central/core and enduring 
character. It is largely at an unconscious level and provides the basis from 
which the organisation is consistently perceived as unique or one-of-a-kind and 
clearly differentiated from other organisations in its environment (also referred 
to as the fact-of-identity or object of identity)”. 
o The theory also allows for a subjective identity, which is defined by the author 
as follows: “The organisation’s identity (or lack thereof) is experienced and/or 
expressed at a subjective level in the form of a sense-of-identity (referred to as 
subjective identity)”. This, the author argues, can be considered the 
organisation’s subjective awareness of its objective identity (see previous 
point) and may entail some emotionality in its manifestation.  
o Organisation identity is viewed as a critical and a necessary component of the 
overall system which, if it is not adequately coherent, will lead to a fragmented 
sense of organisation (lacking unity). At the same time it will not perceive itself 
as recognisably distinctive. This in turn will cause a loss of focus and the 
organisation will begin to drift, which will have short-term consequences such 
as reduced performance and compromised adaptation, and ultimately 
uncertain and compromised survival in the long term (Van Tonder, 1999, p. 
205). 
Van Tonder (2004a, pp. 93-94) adds that: 
o Organisation identity is commonly summarised as the distinctive character of 
the organisation and it refers to who and what it is. It is most often 
operationalised as those features that convey the organisation’s 
distinctiveness, and which are core and enduring (after Albert & Whetten, 
1985).  
 49 
 
o “It is a dynamic organisation-level self description, and an answer offered in 
response to the question: Who am I as organisation?” (Van Tonder, 2004a, pp. 
93). 
o Organisation identity is described as a hidden or below-the-surface 
phenomenon, i.e. it is constructed at a preconscious level and assumes the 
form of a meaning structure or cognitive schema. 
o An organisation’s identity is held collectively by employees and constituencies 
such as management, and is a deep-seated, tacit understanding of who and 
what the organisation is – not unlike the tacit understanding that employees of 
an organisation may have of its culture.  
o Organisation identity is typically constructed in collective or social settings 
where interaction between members of the organisation and members of other 
stakeholder constituencies of the organisation share information of the 
organisation through which character-relevant information is transmitted and a 
coherent understanding of who and what the organisation is, is developed. 
From the information so shared, and character-relevant features transmitted, 
the organisation develops a tacit understanding (in a collective sense) of its 
distinctiveness; it develops a sense of solidarity or unity and, provided this is 
clear and strong, will endure over time. 
o Generally the organisation is not consciously aware of its identity as it remains 
at a tacit (preconscious) level and is only ‘forced’ into awareness (Van Tonder 
2004a, pp. 94) as a ‘sense-of-identity’ when the identity of the organisation is 
cause for concern or under threat, for example during periods of change or 
transition.  
o The organisation’s sense-of-identity, which becomes a conscious consideration 
during times of upheaval and turmoil, is further differentiated as  
 a healthy sense-of-identity, i.e. an identity that is perceived as strong 
and clear, or  
 a diffused identity or a sense of having no identity.  
 50 
 
Both the latter cases are referred to as identity crises – in particular when the 
identity diffusion or loss is extreme and intense. Once the identity crisis has been 
resolved, the issue of organisation identity is once again relegated to a 
preconscious level (Van Tonder, 2004a, pp. 94). 
Van Tonder (2004a, p. 94) reiterates that the sole purpose of organisation identity is 
to define and separate (differentiate) the organisation from its environment, which 
will reveal the direction and scope of adaptation needed and in turn will facilitate 
appropriate organisational focus, and concentration and channelling of effort and 
other resources. By virtue of the fact that organisation identity is a cognitive gestalt 
and a meaning structure that integrates information about the organisation, Van 
Tonder (1999, pp. 215–216) emphasises that it will vary from organisation to 
organisation. Secondly, because of the natural life-cycle of organisations, this 
identity will vary in accordance with (i.e. be susceptible to) change. Identity will 
consequently change as the organisation grows, develops and declines. As 
previously indicated, and because of its very nature, organisation identity is 
constructed through complex processes at a preconscious level and is therefore 
generally not amenable to observation and interrogation.  
Organisation Identity Theory (OIT) currently offers the most complete systemic 
theory on organisation identity and for this reason will serve as a theoretical guiding 
frame for the current study.  
Empirical validation of the theoretical premises and postulates of the OIT is limited, 
for reasons cited earlier. Available studies and the empirical status of the theory are 
considered in the ensuing section.   
2.4.3 The classical approach: empirical progress in terms of OIT  
One of the more salient observations from the literature is the consistency with 
which scholars indicate that empirical research in respect of identity in 
organisational settings is substantially lacking (Alessandri, 2001; Gioia et al., 2002; 
Melewar, 2001; Van Riel, Van den Ban & Heijmans, 2001; Van Tonder, 1999; 
2004a?; 2006b; Van Tonder & Lessing, 2003). While this remains true regardless of 
era, it is more pronounced for the period 1985 to 2000. A significant increase in 
scholarly writings on organisation identity has been seen since 2000, and while this 
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includes a greater proportion of empirical studies, these remain few. Of the pre-2000 
studies, very few explicitly addressed organisation identity from the perspective of 
the organisation as a holistic entity (i.e. as unit of analysis). Noteworthy in this 
regard were the studies undertaken by Albert and Whetten (1985), Dutton and 
Dukerich (1991), Gioia and Thomas (1996) and Van Tonder (1999). Of these the 
studies by Albert and Whetten (1985) and Dutton and Dukerich (1991) were 
qualitative and therefore exploratory in their aims, while the studies by Gioia and 
Thomas (1996) and Van Tonder (1999) employed mixed methodologies that 
consequently aimed to be explanatory in addition to serving descriptive and 
exploratory objectives. Following an analysis of these studies Carstens (2008) 
concluded that the four studies share the common feature that all reveal the identity 
phenomenon even though the methodology and case organisations differ. A second 
commonality, more through design than coincidence, was that all the studies use 
Albert and Whetten’s (1985) definition of organisation identity as the point of 
departure. The exception in this instance is Van Tonder (1999), who employed at 
least three alternative conceptualisations (including that of Albert and Whetten) to 
triangulate and validate empirical observations. The Albert and Whetten (1985) and 
Van Tonder (1999) studies purposefully pursued the investigation of the 
organisation identity phenomenon but used very different approaches. The studies 
by Dutton and Dukerich (1991) and Gioia and Thomas (1996) did not explicitly focus 
on organisation identity, and were focused respectively on organisational action and 
issue interpretation (Dutton & Dukerich, 1991) and sense making of strategic issues 
(Gioia & Thomas, 1996). Identity was incidental to, and instrumental in the 
achievement of the research objectives of these studies. The two studies that 
focused explicitly on the existence of organisation identity went about it in very 
different ways.  
 The study by Albert and Whetten (1985) was essentially a conceptual exercise 
in which the researchers used a reflective method referred to as extended 
metaphor analysis. This entailed the theoretical and conceptual fitting of an 
identity frame that utilised the metaphors of a church and a business to the 
case organisation (a university). The result of this conceptual ‘fitting’ of an 
identity frame succeeded in demonstrating the identity features of central, 
distinctive and enduring organisational features. The authors (Albert & 
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Whetten, 1985, p. 293) moreover concluded that the analysis revealed that the 
organisation possessed dual identities (i.e. a normative and a utilitarian 
identity). 
 In contrast, Van Tonder’s (1999) exploratory study, which aimed to establish 
the theoretical and practical relevance and contribution of the organisation 
identity concept, employed a mixed-methods approach. This entailed semi-
structured interviews with top executives of listed companies from seven 
industries. The qualitative component of the study comprised descriptive 
statements and metaphors in response to a question that sought members’ 
views of who and what their organisation was. This was subjected to content 
analysis, while the quantitative component correlated organisational features 
with various identity factors extracted from the questionnaire-based items. 
Triangulation was secured by using several alternative operational definitions 
of identity (and organisational performance), and utilising multiple methods and 
measures. Van Tonder (1999, pp. 424-425) concluded that organisations are 
unique and that they possess distinctive identities. Smaller organisations 
displayed a stronger sense-of-identity, consistent with a lifecycle-bound view of 
organisation identity. Strong relationships were similarly recorded between 
organisation identity and organisational performance measures, which 
suggests that variance in organisation identity can account for variance in the 
performance of different organisations. In addition, organisation identity (both 
the more objective, descriptive fact-of-identity and the subjective sense-of-
identity) correlated strongly with organisational development stage and 
organisational focus, in line with the hypothesised relationship of identity and 
organisational focus (a strong identity is associated with a clear focus, and vice 
versa).   
Since 2000 contributions to the scientific discourse in the form of papers read 
at conferences and publications in scientific journals have increased 
substantially, but the majority of these papers are still essentially conceptual 
contributions with a micro-theoretical focus, while empirical studies remain 
limited. Those empirical studies that were conducted during this time have 
primarily focused on a variety of identity foci such as organisation identity 
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orientation (Brickson, 2005; 2007), organisation identity strength (Cole & 
Bruch, 2006) and identity threats (Ravasi & Schultz, 2006) – see also section 
2.4.1. These studies remain essentially outside the ambit of the current study’s 
theoretical frame.  
A few recent studies (Carstens, 2007; Van Tonder, 2006a; 2006b) have, 
however, more pertinently pursued organisation identity from within the 
theoretical frame offered by the OIT (Van Tonder, 1999) and attempted to 
further validate the definitional parameters of the organisation identity 
construct. These will be briefly considered. 
 Carstens (2008) investigated the existence of organisation identity and the 
relationship between organisation identity and organisational change in a 
school environment. The researcher employed a redundant qualitative 
methodology (a phenomenological study), which used both the 20 statements 
test and respondent-nominated metaphors to explore the identity of the case 
organisation over time (triangulation of methods). The protocols obtained from 
the 54 respondents were subjected to content analysis and key themes 
extracted. Using different operational definitions of organisation identity as 
analysis templates, the protocols were analysed for a second time. The author 
concluded that organisation identity is clearly discernable and that 
respondents’ recollections reveal both stability and change in identity content 
over time. The results revealed that organisation identity is susceptible to 
change but that this change is incremental and relatively minuscule compared 
with the environmental turbulence and change the organisation had to 
navigate. This perspective would suggest that although organisation identity 
changes, it does not change as quickly as other organisational facets may do. 
The author further concluded that adjustments are required to the long-
standing definitional parameters of organisation identity as provided by Albert 
and Whetten (1985), that these relate to the addition of a sense of unity, and 
that consideration be given to the elimination of the ‘central’ or core dimension.  
 The study by Van Tonder (2006a) aimed to test the relevance of the 
organisation identity concept in a comparative study involving four (listed) 
companies. The study assumed a positivist (quantitative) methodological 
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approach and used an organisation identity questionnaire incorporating a 
separate sense-of-identity questionnaire as well as questionnaire items which 
measured a range of organisation domain (behaviour) variables. A total 
(convenience) sample of 499 respondents was engaged. Quantitative analysis 
methods (principal components analysis, linear regression) were used to make 
meaningful conclusions about the data. The results indicated that self-report 
measures of organisational performance could be predicted (adjusted R2 = 
0.734) by the organisation’s sense-of-identity, culture, development stage, 
focus, organisational uniqueness and operational challenges/difficulties. The 
organisation’s sense-of-identity (adjusted R2 = 0.580) in turn could be predicted 
by organisational uniqueness, organisational character, culture and other 
specific organisational characteristics. The author concluded that these results 
demonstrated firstly that organisation identity is relevant, as in the study it 
constituted one of a small group of key variables that predicted organisational 
performance, and, secondly, that the organisation’s sense-of-identity which 
ranked highest with culture in this equation was itself predicted inter alia by 
organisational uniqueness.  
 Using a qualitative methodology (structured interviews conducted with top 
executives), Van Tonder (2006b) reported that the organisation’s sense-of-
identity, which refers to the subjective awareness among employees that the 
organisation possesses an identity, emerged prominently during this study. 
Unlike Albert and Whetten’s (1985) definition of organisation identity, the 
organisational sense-of-identity does not consider the organisational features 
that are central, distinctive and enduring, but merely focuses on the nature and 
extent of identity awareness. The study revealed further differentiation (fine 
nuances) within the organisational sense-of-identity construct, which allows 
identity issues or problems to be distinguished with greater precision. 
Accordingly the organisations in this sample assumed different statuses at 
different times, which related to three higher level sense-of-identity categories, 
namely a sense of adequate or healthy identity (a ‘positive’ identity status); an 
inadequate or deficient identity; and an intermediate state of diffused or unclear 
identity. The latter two represent ‘negative’ identity statuses. Generally the 
negative or problematic identity statuses were aligned with low or poor 
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organisational performance and had greater salience. Organisations with a 
healthy or positive identity sense-of-identity conveyed excellent performance. 
The various studies on organisation identity undertaken from within the 
framework of OIT arrived at similar conclusions but through different 
(qualitative and quantitative) methodologies. The relatedness of organisation 
identity to various soft and hard measures of performance and the relevance of 
the organisation identity concept have been demonstrated (Van Tonder, 1999; 
2006a; 2006b), while two studies suggest that organisation identity is lifecycle-
bound (Carstens, 2007; Van Tonder, 1999). The definitional parameter of 
central features was not observed and the current conceptualisation of 
organisation identity in terms of central, distinctive and enduring features needs 
to be augmented to incorporate a sense of unity or solidarity, i.e. those features 
of the organisation that tend to unify the organisation. These results were 
arrived at through alternative methodologies (both interpretive and positivist 
research paradigms) – i.e. triangulation was employed in the definition, design 
and methodology of these studies. This strengthens both the validity and 
reliability of the findings.  
In summary, findings of the various studies conducted from within the OIT 
framework revealed clear relationships between both the fact-of-identity and 
the sense-of-identity on the one hand (see OIT, section 2.4.2) and 
organisational performance and a series of other organisational variables on 
the other hand; they have since been confirmed by more focused research 
endeavours. The importance and relevance of different conceptualisations of 
identity within this theoretical frame have received meaningful empirical 
support. Moreover, while the fact-of-identity and the sense-of-identity were 
clearly identified in these studies, it is the sense of organisation identity that 
appears to be most influential in internal organisational relations and 
functioning 
2.4.4 Contemporary challenges  
Apart from the theory advanced by Van Tonder (1999; 2004a; 2004b; 2006a: 
2006b), the theory base on organisation identity appears to be fragmented, lacking in 
coherence and in need of substantial elaboration. Similarly, because of the scant 
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research attention the subject has received to date (a consequence of its relative 
newness), it has to be concluded that the platform for continuing research is both 
helpful and constraining. It is helpful in that it offers substantial opportunity for further 
research, but constraining in the sense that no formal systemic theory apart from the 
OIT is effectively guiding research. Secondly (again with the exception of the OIT), 
no or limited empirical validation of theory has occurred. A select number of studies 
have been undertaken from within the framework of OIT (see previous section), but 
these represent a limited contribution, given the sheer extent of conceptual work now 
entering the scholarly discourse on organisation identity.  
A multitude of challenges and issues that arise from the ambiguous and diffuse 
nature of the phenomenon, and subsequent controversies and debates characterise 
the current knowledge base on organisation identity. This accounts partly for the 
small number of empirical studies conducted to date. The lack of empirical research 
with regard to organisation identity specifically within the classical approach to the 
phenomenon is probably the single most important factor that currently impacts on 
the advancement of research. This is so because the lessons learned and the 
direction typically gleaned from existing empirical research cannot take place. The 
absence of sufficient empirical studies implies that any research on the subject of 
organisation identity technically remains exploratory.  
Currently a number of scholars maintain diametrically opposed views, for example 
on whether a person and consequently an organisation possess a single 
overarching identity or multiple identities. The issue of multiple identities was raised 
in section 2.2.2 and from one perspective it appears plausible that a person and 
hence an organisation could, in different circumstances, respond to the “Who am I?” 
question in different ways. As with the polarised views on the issue of a single or 
multiple identity, scholars have also debated the changeability of organisation 
identity: whether organisation identity is, on the one hand, fluid (Rousseau, 1998) 
and substantially susceptible to change (what Gioia et al., 2000a, refer to as having 
“adaptive instability”) or, on the other hand, less susceptible to change and rather 
“sticky” (Scott & Lane, 2000; Van Tonder, 2007). The predicament that organisation 
identity scholars of course face is that there is no empirical research to support or 
reject either of the positions stated by these researchers. Further complexity is 
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added to the research challenge when one considers the limited understanding of 
how individual, community and organisational identities relate and recursively 
influence one another (Kreiner, Hollensbe & Sheep, 2006; Santos & Eisenhardt, 
2005). Frequent confusion between concepts such as identification and commitment 
(Cole & Bruch, 2006; Riketta, 2005) will continue to confound research efforts in the 
absence of adequate operational definitions of identity concepts.  
So, as we have found, considerations like the ambiguity of identity terminology, the 
lack of clarity on the role and purpose of identity in a broader theoretical framework 
and the incomplete and often competing theoretical frameworks with which 
researchers approach organisation identity research are some of the concerns that 
continue to challenge organisation identity research (Albert et al., 2000; Gioia et al., 
2000; Hogg & Terry, 2000b; Pratt & Foreman, 2000a; Van Tonder, 2007). The 
confusion is exacerbated by perspectives from the literature that argue that 
organisation identity can be viewed through functionalist, interpretive and 
postmodern lenses (Gioia in Whetten & Godfrey, 1998) or as a set of emotive yet 
stable self-descriptions appropriate to a social actor perspective (Ravasi & Schultz, 
2006, p. 435). This situation is not aided by scholars who differentiate between the 
identity in organisations and identity of organisations (Whetten & Mackey, 2002) in a 
superficial manner without further clarifying or elaborating.  
The complexities originating from the root concept ‘identity’ again contribute to this 
situation. This is compounded by diverse perspectives on the nature of the 
organisation identity concept, which is probably the most common observation 
among contemporary scholars of organisation identity (cf. Hogg & Terry, 2000b; 
Pratt & Foreman, 2000b). As recently as 2003, Van Tonder and Lessing (2003) 
argued that the ambiguity of the characteristics of the identity concept is probably 
one of the most fundamental causes of the continued concern with definitional 
properties of the organisation identity concept. In section 2.3.2.2 several variations 
in the interpretation of organisation identity are indicated, but none of these 
definitions has been subjected to robust empirical testing, which is one of the most 
basic starting points for systematic research on the phenomenon.  
It is evident that the implicit character of the identity and therefore organisation 
identity concepts pose the greatest challenge to prospective researchers. These are 
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formidable challenges and a study that attempts to expand the existing knowledge 
base will have to carefully account for these concerns.  
2.4.5 Relevance: the organisation identity–organisational performance 
relationship 
We have observed that the literature on organisation identity is generally 
characterised by the absence of meaningful and coherent systemic theories of 
organisation identity and by the scarcity of empirical research. This does not, 
however, mean that the organisation identity concept has minimal significance and 
relevance. This is in fact one of the very few areas of concurrence among scholars, 
who assume this significance of the organisation identity concept within a broader 
framework of organisation and organisational behaviour, even without adequate 
theory and empirical results. Some researchers have, for example, argued that 
identity performs a critical role in organisational survival and could be instrumental in 
bringing about hyper-longevity (De Geus, 1997; Van Tonder, 2004b).  
The assumption of identity being related to performance has become so entrenched 
that the (causal) relationship between, firstly, corporate identity and organisational 
success or failure, and secondly, organisation identity and organisational success 
and failure, is now taken for granted despite the absence of meaningful empirical 
research to validate such assumptions (e.g. Balmer & Dinnie, 1999; Labich, 1994; 
De Geus, 1997). To this end, and following an analysis of the various theoretical 
contributions on identity in organisational settings, Van Tonder (1999) has 
concluded that scholars consistently agree that identity within an organisation has a 
significant and pervasive impact on the organisation’s functioning, even though this 
observation is not supported by empirical results.  
For several decades now it has been widely assumed that corporate identity has a 
pronounced influence on organisational functioning and it is generally argued that it 
contributes to enhanced performance, improved financial rewards and 
organisational success, as well as failure where identity is not strong (e.g. Balmer & 
Dinnie, 1999; Labich, 1994; Melewar, Saunders & Balmer, 2001). Corporate identity 
has also been presumed to facilitate positive differentiation in the marketplace 
(Melewar & Navalekar, 2002) and secure strategic gains (Balmer & Gray, 2000). 
However, as Melewar et al. (2001) point out, very few empirical studies have been 
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produced and more research is needed before firm conclusions can be drawn about 
the association of identity in organisational settings and organisational functioning 
and performance.  
With regard to organisation identity’s role and impact in and on organisational 
outcomes or performance (i.e. its relevance), a few studies have demonstrated that 
identity problems impact on individual-level outcomes (e.g. Dutton & Dukerich, 
1991; Foreman & Whetten, 2002) but studies on organisational-level outcomes have 
been rare for the greater part of the past 20 years (Foreman & Whetten, 2002; Voss, 
Cable & Voss, 2006). Exceptions in this regard include research by Van Tonder 
(1999; 2006a) and Voss, Cable and Voss (2006), but on the basis of these – limited 
– perspectives it is difficult to confidently argue the organisation identity–
organisational functioning/performance relationship. The number and scope of the 
empirical studies conducted to date unfortunately do not allow a final conclusive and 
clear view on how organisation identity influences organisational performance on a 
consistent basis. 
It is encouraging, though, that the few studies that have been conducted have found 
relationships between various conceptualisations of both organisation identity and 
organisational performance. In the Van Tonder (1999) study both the fact-of-identity 
and the sense-of-identity of the participating organisations correlated with reported 
organisational performance, when the performance measures consisted of self-
report measures and financial performance indicators. The researcher found this 
relationship to hold also in a comparative study involving four different companies 
(Van Tonder, 2006a). It was established, furthermore, that companies with a clear 
and strong sense-of-identity appeared to be more clear in their purpose and focus 
and confident in their conduct, dwelt less on peripheral matters but focused on core 
considerations, allowed greater relaxation of control in a number of management 
areas and appeared to tolerate and survive turbulent and revolutionary change to a 
greater extent. This was in contrast with companies with a diffuse sense-of-identity 
or those that had experienced an identity crisis (Van Tonder, 2004b).  
The study by Voss et al. (2006, p. 750) purposefully investigated the impact of 
disagreement among leaders on the identity of the organisation on organisational 
performance. The results revealed that organisational performance, measured in 
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terms of objective performance criteria (ticket revenue and net income) is adversely 
affected when leaders disagree on the organisation’s identity.  
Evidence of a meaningful influence of organisation identity on organisational 
functioning (and hence its relevance in a broader context of organisational 
behaviour and management) is therefore strongly suggested, but for several 
reasons remains tentative. Firstly, studies to validate these findings in general, with 
larger samples, across different industries and cultures and using different 
measures, have not yet been undertaken. Moreover, the number of studies that 
investigated this identity–performance relationship remain limited and their foci have 
not necessarily been directed at this relationship in particular. Several other 
concerns further prevent a conclusive position on this relationship. These include 
the variation in the conceptualisation and operationalisation of organisation identity, 
and variation in the conceptualisation of organisational performance and 
organisational functioning. The performance indicators and measurement 
instruments that were used comprised self-report measures that were not common 
to all the studies, and their psychometric properties remain unknown or are 
inadequately stated. In an earlier study (Van Tonder, 1999) strong correlations were 
observed between organisation identity (both the sense-of-identity and the fact-of-
identity) and a range of financial indicators obtained from the local stock exchange. 
However, even within the industry the financial indicators were not conceptualised in 
a similar fashion, and the type and range of indicators utilised by a given industry 
often varied substantially – even among peer organisations. Financial data was 
often not available for extended periods, which prevented adequate comparability 
and analysis. Apart from this, the studies generally used very small sample sizes, 
and while this is customary in the South African context, it nonetheless prevents the 
formulation of firm conclusions with regard to the relationship between organisation 
identity and organisational functioning or performance. It is presumably for these 
reasons that Van Tonder and Lessing (2003) concluded that support for this identity-
performance relationship has yet to be demonstrated. 
In summary, scholars generally concur on the significance and potential influence 
and impact of organisation identity on organisational functioning and organisational 
performance, but they do so despite the absence of an appropriate theoretical 
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framework that suggests this relationship, and in the absence of sufficient empirical 
research to bear out this presumed relationship. A few more recent studies have 
appeared to confirm the relationship between organisation identity and performance, 
but variations in various elements of the design and methodology preclude firm 
conclusions about this relationship, which suggests an important area for research. 
This, indeed, is the research problem to be addressed by the current study, as 
articulated in Chapter One.  
2.5 Concluding perspectives   
The preceding discussion touched on the origins of the identity concept – a powerful 
construct in individual psychology – and its relatedness to more recent applications 
of identity in organisational settings. Research on corporate identity and 
organisation identity appears to have inherited many of the ailments that plagued 
research on individual identity. These are reflected in varied conceptualisations of 
the organisation identity construct, diverse theoretical perspectives, and, as we have 
seen, a marked absence of coherent systemic theories of organisation identity and a 
notable absence of empirical research to guide theory development.  
Notwithstanding these challenges and complexities, researchers steadfastly argue 
for and believe that identity performs a crucial role in organisational functioning, 
which partially accounts for the recent rise of organisation identity to a prominent 
position in the domains of organisation theory and behaviour and the management 
disciplines. As indicated in Chapter One, this sudden mushrooming of interest in 
organisation identity is characterised by a substantive debate and a significant 
number of conceptual papers. This increase in scholarly and managerial interest in 
the subject now also reflects a reasonably steady growth (but still at trickle level) in 
empirical research, but researcher foci appear to be diverging rather than 
converging.  
The absence of an adequate empirical platform signifies a degree of risk, and if 
empiricism does not bear out theorising, organisation identity may well fade from the 
scientific agenda. It seems that intensified empirical research, over a number of 
wide-ranging topics that will confirm or disprove theoretical claims in respect of 
organisation identity (Van Tonder, 2006b, p. 14) is much needed.  
 62 
 
Against this background, it is argued that the widely assumed relationship between 
organisation identity and organisational performance (see Chapter One, section 1.2) 
is a more immediate priority, as this speaks to the relevance and usefulness of the 
identity construct. The preceding discussion illuminated the current status of 
research into this relationship between organisation identity and organisational 
performance (the relevance of organisation identity) and, although some progress 
has been made, conclusive evidence of the relatedness of organisation identity and 
organisational performance (or otherwise) is much needed. This is the essence of 
the research problem to which this study is directed and is captured by the research 
question stated in Chapter One, which asks: “Is organisation identity related to 
organisational performance, and, if so, what is the nature of this relationship?”  
2.6 An overview of Organisational Performance 
Organisational behaviour is a field of study that investigates the impact that 
individuals, groups and structure have on behaviour within organisations, for the 
purpose of applying such knowledge toward improving an organisation’s 
effectiveness (Robbins, 1991, p. 8). Organisation performance (OP) has been a very 
widely used variable in organisational research.  Yet like the more recent 
independent variable of this study, Organisation Identity, Organisational 
Performance is also noted to be a vaguely defined concept. Performance has been 
related to organisational purpose, relating organisational achievements to resources 
and the influence of the environment on the organisation. (Sanders, 2005; Civcisa, 
2007; Pritchard, 2010; Conti, 2010).  The organisation must be able to be effective 
and efficient in order to be successful or survive.  In this respect, performance 
activities must support the mission and resources in order to ensure sustainability. 
According to Ethan (2005, p. 56), without understanding what an organization wants 
to achieve, it's nearly impossible for that organization to be successful. Sowa, Seldon 
& Sandfort (2004) noted that scholars often use the terms “effectiveness” and 
“performance” interchangeably to describe the outcome of organisational activities.   
 
A scan of literature on Organisational Performance indicates that up until almost the 
late 1980’s, early 1990’s, there has been an almost exclusive focus on financial 
measures of performance (Anthony, 1965; Anderson, Fornell & Lehmann, 1994; 
Rowe, Morrow & Finch, 1995, Henri, 2006). According to Brignall (2007, p.15) what 
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constitutes organisational success is multifaceted and means different things to 
different people and models of multidimensional performance measurement and 
management have been developed which have fostered interest in the 
interrelationships among different performance dimensions, including those between 
financial and non-financial performance measures. Field (2002) argues that various 
models of determining organisational effectiveness exist because organisations are 
face with different environments, products, different people and different stages of 
development.   
 
As far back as the mid-1980s Venkatraman & Ramanjuman (1986) proposed a 
broader performance construct of business performance that would include both 
financial and operational indicators such as products, quality and market share. 
Criticism on the limited focus of performance, in terms of financial measures only, led 
to a more comprehensive means of determining Organisational Performance by 
supplementing financial performance measures with non-financial measures which 
subsequently included focus on customers, quality and innovation efforts. Richard et 
al. (2009) define the concept of organisational performance through the close 
examination of the construct of Organisational Effectiveness, where Organisational 
Effectiveness is a broader construct that captures Organisational Performance which 
is deemed to be evidently narrow.  
2.6.1  Domains of Organisational Performance 
Organisational Performance is an indicator of the more generalized construct of 
Organisational Effectiveness (OE) which has its grounding in organisational theory 
(Cameron & Whetten, 1983; Richard et al., 2009, p.722) and includes the setting of 
performance goals and internal performance outcomes such as reputation.  
Organisational Effectiveness consists in three effectiveness categories, namely 
Employee Attitudes, Operational Effectiveness and Financial Effectiveness (Hartnell, 
Ou & Kinicki, 2011, p.680). In its role as the central construct, it can be measured by 
tools like the Competing Values Approach as proposed by Quinn & Rohrbaugh 
(1981, 1983) in Shilbury & Moore’s “Study of Organizational Effectiveness for 
National Olympic Sporting Organizations” (2006, p.6), which recognises that different 
and sometimes competing values drive managerial decision-making.  
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Theorists have hypothesized that there are four approaches to the measurement of 
Organisational Effectiveness, that is – the goal attainment approach which utilises 
goals to measure performance (Price, 1968; Shilbury & Moore, 2006, p.9); the 
system resource approach (Yuchtman & Seashore, 1967; Shilbury & Moore, 2006, 
p.9) which focuses on the attraction and retention of resources; the internal process 
approach that places an emphasis on the dynamic between employees and the firm 
(Steers, 1977; Shilbury & Moore, 2006, p.10); the strategic constituencies approach 
which recognised and identified the key stakeholders view of effectiveness 
(Connolly, Conlon & Deutsch, 1980; Shilbury & Moore, 2006, p.10). Furthermore, 
Managerial Effectiveness is seen to contribute to Organisational Effectiveness, 
paving the way for higher productivity and profitability (Abdul Azeem, 2005, p.41). 
Even though it falls within a narrower domain, since it is an indicator – Organisational 
Performance is not a one dimensional theoretical construct or is it likely to be able to 
be characterized by means of a single operational measure. Conversely, it is seen 
as multidimensional and socially constructed (Herman & Renz, 1997; Packard, 2009, 
p.973). Packard (2009, p.973) refers to a multidimensional model of Organisational 
Performance Factors that has its basis in a systems framework (Martin & Kettner, 
2009; Packard, 2009, p.975) and begins with inputs of competencies, experience, 
resources etc. Throughputs are the second indicator – and are used to refer to 
‘management and program capacity’ (Sowa et al., 2004; Packard, 2009, p.975) 
whilst the final indicator is labelled Outputs and assessed at program, management 
and environmental levels. He uses this model to look at staff perceptions of 
Organisational factors on a broad level and notes that it is an interesting framework 
for the inception of future research. To this end, Tucker (2010, p.17) mentions in his 
abstract that achieving a consensus on what constitutes organisational performance 
has been a difficult exercise despite that the conceptualisation of the construct 
received considerable attention in management accounting and Not-for-Profit 
literatures.  
Organisational Performance as a narrow domain covers three explicit areas of firm 
outcomes as indicated in Table 2.2. 
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Table 2.2:  Types of Organisational Performance 
Types of Organisational 
Performance 
Examples of Performance 
1. Financial Performance Profits, Return on Assets (RoA); Return on 
Investment (RoI) 
2. Market Performance Sales, Market Share etc. 
3. Shareholder return Total Shareholder return, economic value 
added 
Use of innovation and efficiency measures has drawn attention to the wider aspects 
of OE. Balanced scorecards are primarily used for internal management and control 
but now include measures of financial performance, customer outcomes, innovation 
and internal process (Kaplan & Norton, 1996; Richard et al., 2009, p.722) which 
makes them less generic in nature and more likely to be developed to fulfil the 
requirements of individual companies. Innovation is said to enhance firms’ 
performance (Neely & Hii, 1998, p.25). A disadvantage of using the balanced 
scorecards as a measure of Organisational Performance is that their malleable 
structure makes comparative studies virtually impossible and results in management 
researchers focussing on the narrower construct of Organisational Performance 
rather than overall Organisational Effectiveness as originally intended (Neely and 
Bourne, 2000; Schneiderman, 1999; Richard et al., 2009, p.722).  
The narrow focus of Organisational Performance creates the opportunity to draw 
comparisons between firms and companies but there is no single operational 
measure. The multidimensional nature of Organisational Performance results in a 
lack of consistency in the methods of measurement of Organisational Performance 
(Venkataram & Ramanujam, 1986; Richard et al., 2009, p.723). 
2.6.2 Sources of Dimensionality 
Ivancevich, Konoaske & Matteson’s (2011, p. 15) work highlights many factors that 
impinge on the effectiveness of an organisation and which management must (be 
able to) respond to.  A scan of literature on Organisational Performance highlights 
Organisational Performance as one of the most important constructs in management 
research (Richard et al., 2009, p.722) where it is seen as multidimensional and 
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socially constructed. Richard et al (2009, p.723) indicates that the 
multidimensionality relates to three sources, namely stakeholders, the landscape 
over which performance is measured i.e. the resources, environment and strategic 
choices and the timeframe that is relevant to measuring performance. Stakeholders 
typically include anyone who is affected by the organisations goals and would be 
motivated by different needs such as their own goals (Freeman, 1984; Fitzgerald & 
Storbeck, 2003; Richard et al., 2009, p.723). The alternative, narrower focus at an 
operational level is the adoption of stakeholders that focuses on economic interests. 
Figure 2.1:  Sources of multidimensionality in performance 
 
As one of the sources of dimensionality, it follows that stakeholders include anyone 
that “can affect or is affected by the achievement of the organisation’s objectives” 
(Freeman, 1984; Richard et al., 2009, p.723). Broader stakeholders increase the 
dimensionality of performance to include employment considerations and 
environmental impact and in doing so bring Organisational Performance ever closer 
to the definition of the broader construct of Organisational Effectiveness. As far as 
the operational aspect of performance is concerned, management research has 
chosen to recognise stakeholders who focus on the economic interest of the 
firm/company by concentrating their efforts on the implementation of financial and 
economic measures that are associated with management and shareholders 
(Mitchell et al, 1997; Richard et al., 2009, p.723). It is logical that managements 
would choose to recognise primary stakeholders in a direct exchange and mutually 
beneficial relationship with the firm over secondary stakeholders who do not have a 
direct impact on the firm and have not cultivated such a relationship. (Clarkson, 
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2005; Richard et al., 2009, p.724). The final implication is that “measuring 
performance is dependent on determining the relevance of performance to primary 
stakeholders” (Devinney & Milde, 1990; Richard et al., 2009, p.724) 
The second source of multidimensionality is the heterogeneity of resources, the 
environment and strategic choice -it is axiomatic that the measurement of 
performance needs to take these factors into account. Evidence suggests that large 
organisations exhibit a preference for financial performance measures over non-
financial ones but make use of both measures (Malina & Selto, 2004, p. 441). Small 
firms tend to focus on product performance outcomes, as framed by industrial and 
environmental contexts which in turn, serve to channel industry change and also 
define the set of performance outcomes available to firms. McGahan (2004), as 
discussed in Richard et al. (2009, p.724) identified four trajectories of industrial 
change – namely progressive, radical, intermediate and creative. Firms are tasked 
with the responsibility of making an appropriate strategic choice – the implication is 
that the performance of sets of resources and assets hinges predominantly on the 
trajectory in which they are applied (McGahan, 2004) 
Figure 2.2: Different trajectories of industry change 
 
A firm’s specificity also plays an important role since performance measures are 
dependent on the latent performance construct (Steers, 1975) and internal 
measurement systems such as residual income measures also influence 
performance at both individual and Organisational levels and thereby alter 
Industry 
change 
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managerial decision-making capabilities.  According to Davis & Pett (2002) and 
Richard et al. (2009, p.725) – a survey of executives of 321 business units with 
operations in the US paper and pulp industry, found that performance comparisons 
within strategic groups enhanced the validity of the comparison.   
The third source of dimensionality is the measurement time frame and persistence of 
performance. Richard et al. (2009, p.726) reiterated that both Jacobsen (1988) and 
Warring (1996) determined that performance does not persist indefinitely through a 
number of empirical studies. The failure to account for natural variability and 
stickiness in performance by the adoption of short or medium term measure may 
result in a heavy bias resulting from random fluctuations. It follows that care must be 
taken by both researchers and managers in interpreting performance differences. 
This explains the potential for bias. Richard et al. (2009, p.726) also made reference 
to Powell (2003) who stated that empirically observed performance outcomes can be 
partially explained by random events and the nature of models used to measure 
performance over time. 
Given the differing features of the industrial, corporate and business unit factors, it is 
self-evident that changes in performance will occur at different rates for each of the 
factors and that performance must be measure in a manner relative to the context. 
McGahan (1999), and Porter (2003) determined that researchers should select a 
measurement timeframe that correlates with the phenomena under examination 
(Richard et al. 2009, p.726). McGuire et al (1990) and Roberts & Dowling (2002) 
reiterate the supposition that may performance measures are in themselves time 
dependent and that reputation effects create a link between past and future 
performance and in doing so, create an opportunity for evaluation within the 
dimensionality of performance itself. An adverse effect of this type of auto correlation 
is that it may have arisen as a result of unwanted biases. Jacobsen (1987), as 
discussed in Richard et al. (2000, p.726), suggests that even objective measures like 
accounting rates of return can be biased because of the possibility of inclusion of 
imperfect information and structural or psychological biases which are based on 
consensus forecasts that update as the information becomes readily available. The 
ramifications of measuring performance incorrectly mean that the researcher in 
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question requires an innate understanding of the time sequence that imputes 
organisational activity to performance. 
Based on the preceding information it follows that there are many perspectives on 
Organisational Effectiveness.  Some scholars have argued that the goal approach, 
the systems theory approach and the multiple constituencies approach being 
considered the most prominent. (Denison, 1990; Eccles, 1991; Gibson, Ivancevich & 
Donnelly, 1994, p. 31-40).  Selection of the appropriate basis for assessing 
Organisational Effectiveness presents a challenging problem for managers and 
researchers. There are no generally accepted conceptualizations prescribing the 
best criteria. Different organisational situations - pertaining to the performance of the 
organization's structure, the performance of the organization's human resources, and 
the impact of the organization's activities -require different criteria. 
2.6.3 Measurement of organisational performance 
2.6.3.1 Approaches to the evaluation and measurement of Organisational 
Performance 
Cunningham (1977) concluded that there are several ways of evaluating 
Organizational Performance namely, the rational goal model, systems resource 
model, managerial process model, organisational development model, the 
bargaining model. These are summarised in the table below: 
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Table 2.2: Models for evaluating OP 
Model Details 
The Rational Goal Model 
 
focuses on the organization's ability to achieve its goals as identified by establishing the 
general goal, discovering means or objectives for its accomplishment, and defining a set 
of activities for each objectives. The organization is evaluated by comparing the activities 
accomplished with those planned for. These criteria are determined by various factors.  
The Systems Resource Model The systems resource model analyzes the decision-makers's capability to efficiently 
distribute resources among various subsystem's needs. The systems resources model 
defines the organization as a network of interrelated subsystems. These subsystems 
needs may be classified as: 
 bargaining position -ability of the organization to exploit its environment in 
acquisition of scarce and valued resources; 
 ability of the systems' decision-makers to perceive, and correctly interpret, the real 
properties of the external environment; 
 ability of the system to produce a certain specified output; 
 maintenance of internal day-to-day activities; 
 ability of the organization to co-ordinate relationships among the various 
subsystems; 
 ability of the organization to respond to feedback regarding its effectiveness in the 
environment. 
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 ability of the organization to evaluate the effect of its decisions; 
 ability of the organization' system to accomplish its goals. 
The Bargaining Model According to this model, an organisation is a cooperative, competitive , resource 
distributing system where decision makers bargain with other groups for scarce 
resources which are necessary for problem solving and the accomplishment of goals. 
This model measures the ability of decision-makers to obtain and use resources for 
responding to problems important to them.  Needs are evaluated in terms of efficiency 
and stress. 
The Managerial Process Model This model is concerned with the assessment of the capability and productivity of various 
management processes such as decision making, planning, etc. 
The Organisation Development Model 
 
This model measures the ability of the organisation to work as a team and to fit the 
needs of its members and focus on development of supervisory behaviour manifesting 
interest and concern for workers, team spirit, group loyalty and teamwork, etc. This 
model is concerned with diagnosis (Where are we?), goal setting and planning (Where 
do we want to go?), implementation (How will we get there?) evaluation (How will we 
know when we do get there?). This model is a process of management by objectives. 
The Structural Functional Model The structural functional approach tests the durability and flexibility of the organisation’s 
structure for responding to a diversity of situations and events. According to this model, 
all systems need maintenance and continuity and is defined in terms of security of the 
organisation in relation to social forces in its environment, stability of line of authority and 
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communication, stability of informal relations within the organisation, continuity of policy 
making, homogeneity of outlook (effective orientation of members to norms and beliefs. 
The Functional Model According to this model an organisations effectiveness is determined by the social 
consequences of its activities, with the crucial question to be answered is: How well do 
the organisation’s activities serve the needs of its client groups. 
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Richard et al (2009, p.727) indicates three different approaches on measuring 
performance as a dependent variable as depicted in the table below:- 
Table 2.3:  Three Different approaches to Measures 
Type of measure Reason for measure 
Single Measure Belief in the direct relationship of the 
measure to the performance 
Several Different Measures Adopted for reasons of comparative 
analysis by using different dependent 
variables and identical independent 
variables 
Aggregation of Dependent Variables Assuming convergent validity based on 
correlation between measures 
 
Objective measures of Organisational Performance like accounting measures may 
be distorted by accounting policies, human error and deception. Accounting 
standards are not always consistent with the logic of Organisational Performance 
(Richard et al, 2009, p.728) and accounting measures of performance place 
emphasis on historic activity over future performance. In a practical example, Richard 
et al. (2009, p.728) discussed how Jusoh & Parnell (2008) experienced difficulty in 
the application of Western accounting standards to an emerging Malaysian market. 
Their experience confirms the Vietnamese case study in measurement that found 
accounting measures to be a biased reflection of performance (Luu et al, 2008).  
The financial market measures are value based objective measures that are the 
preferred instrument for defining Organisational Performance within strategic, 
economic and financial markets but whilst they may be an appropriate measure of 
overall Organisational Performance, they become less useful when research focuses 
on performance. If multidimensionality is then defined in terms of a product or a 
strategic business unit, it follows that because the unit is not disaggregated and a 
true measure of financial performance and risk – the performance measures 
obtained will be flawed as a result. 
Mixed Market/Accounting Measures are another of the objective measures that result 
in a better balance of risk against operational performance issues. Tobin’s q is 
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perhaps the earliest and most popular hybrid measure of performance. The ratio of 
market value of firm assets to their replacement cost and a theoretically-based 
measure of economic return (Tobin, 1969; Richard et al., 2009, p.732) can be rather 
problematic since the replacement value of a firm’s assets is measured by the book 
value of the assets (Varaiya et al, 1987; Richard et al., 2009, p.732) which is in turn, 
based on a historical rather than a current replacement cost. Book value also creates 
other distortions since intangible assets are not included in the replacement costs 
and ignored in the FASD accounting measures to boot. 
The common dependent variable in management research is survival. Survival and 
performance are closely linked, but if the studies focus on short term phenomena - 
the factor of survival will not be able to provide variance enough to discriminate 
between high performing and low performing firms. Subjective measures ask well-
informed respondents (key informants) about Organisational Performance. The 
subjective measures of Organisational Performance fall into two categories – fully 
subjective and quasi-objective.  
Quasi-objective measures tend to replicate objective measures. The augmentation of 
the theoretical and normative aspect of firm performance has led to an increased 
focus on the subjective dimensions of performance. This increased focus agrees with 
the trend of measuring performance against economic, environmental and social 
performance and against balanced scorecards that add internal processes as well as 
customer satisfaction and innovation measures to the measurement of financial 
performance. (Kaplan & Norton, 1996; Richard et al., 2009, p.732).  
The Fortune and Reputation Institute Reputation provides surveys (Chakravartay, 
1986; Fombrun & Shanely, 1990; Richard et al., 2009, p.732) which are empirically 
associated with past financial performance and to a lesser degree with future 
performance. Organisational Reputation is commonly defined as cognitive 
representation held by multiple publics of an organization (Yang and Grunig, 2005, 
p.308). One of the factors considered under the measurement of reputation is 
Corporate Social Performance. The Kinder, Lydenberg, Domini index (KLD)  also 
assesses and focuses on indicators of Corporate Social Performance which are then 
aggregated to provide a reliable yardstick for the company’s regard for corporate 
social responsiveness (Richard et al., 2009, p.735). The use of subjective measures 
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of Organisational Performance increases the margin for human error due to 
misinterpretation (Gilovic et al, 2002; Kahneman & Tversky, 2000; Richard et al., 
2009, p.736). Measurement invariance techniques can be applied prior to testing of 
between-groups differences (Nye & Drasgow, 2011, p.966) however it is axiomatic 
that less bias arises from the use of objective focal constructs. 
Fully subjective measures may directly address any underlying performance 
constructs but the negative side effect of this subjectivity is the skewing of the 
dimensionality of the measures by cognitive and psychological biases, like the ‘halo 
effect’ which materially impacts perceptions of performance (Rosenzweig, 2007; 
Richard et al., 2009, p.736). The dimensionality self-report measures of individuals 
who form part of the focal organization can also be impacted by other cognitive 
biases, where participants tend to see themselves in a positive light (Taylor & Brown, 
1988; Richard et al., 2009, p.736) or tend to construe all external criteria as being in 
their favour (Stajkovic & Sommer, 2000; Richard et al., 2009, p.736) 
Venkataram & Ramanujam (1986; 1987) distinguished quasi-objective measures 
from objective values collected from secondary sources (Richard et al., 2009, p.726). 
They usually elicit specific objective performance information via self-report 
techniques. Researchers must maintain a broad measure of performance that 
accounts for multidimensionality but is flexible enough to allow for variation between 
measures. The measurement of performance requires an innate understanding of the 
relationship between measures. But it must be noted that the use of multiple and 
varied measures does not contribute towards a homogeneity in measured 
performance unless the performance measures are designed appropriately. The use 
of methodological approaches addresses the multidimensionality of Organisational 
performance measurement as long as an appropriate measuring instrument is 
utilized. What matters in the end is how well Organisational performance was 
measured and how the process can be further improved. 
2.6.3.2 The time dimensional model of effectiveness 
According to systems theory, an organisation is an element of a larger system, the 
environment. (Ivancevich et al, 2011, p. 25).  According to Ivancevich et. al (2011. 
p.25), the ultimate criterion of organisational effectiveness is whether the 
organisation survives in the environment. The authors also hold that survival requires 
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adaptation, and adaptation often involves predictable sequences. (Ivancevich et al, 
2011, p. 25). Systems theory is used to integrate organisational effectiveness and 
time.  Two main conclusions of systems theory are (1) effectiveness criteria (e.g. 
productivity, quality, adaptiveness) must reflect the entire input-process-output cycle 
and (2) effectiveness criteria must reflect the interrelationships between the 
organisation and its outside environment. 
 
According to Spangenberg & Theron (2004, p.20), the survival of the organisation is 
the long term criterion of effectiveness.  A similar view is held by Ivancevich et al 
(2011). These authors note that the time dimensional model of effectiveness (relative 
to the systems model of effectiveness) defines effectiveness over the short, medium 
and long terms and includes non-financial measures.  According to Ivancevich et al 
(2011, p 24), the conclusions of systems theory of effectiveness are twofold:  
o Effectiveness criteria must reflect the entire input-process-output cycle and not 
simply output 
o Effectiveness criteria must reflect the interrelationships between the 
organisation and its outside environment. 
 
Ivancevich et al (2011, p. 25) also indicate that organisations go through phases and 
rise and fall which suggests that they have life cycles, and that the life cycle stage is 
reflected by the criteria of effectiveness. Measurement indicators include productivity, 
efficiency, accidents, turnover, absenteeism, quality, rate of return, morale and 
employee satisfaction with quality identified as the criterion that cuts across the time 
dimension and without the perception of which, the organisations survival is at risk. 
Van Tonder (1999, p 74) noted that studies of organisational life cycles are focussed 
on intra-organisational processes. Following extensive research, Van Tonder (1999, 
p. 81) presented an integrated model of the organisational life cycle comprising 6 
stages, viz.: 
 The entrepreneurial stage 
 Development/Collective stage 
 Maturation/formalisation stage 
 Elaboration of structure stage 
 Decline or death 
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 Renewal 
According to van Tonder (1999, p. 81-85) the most critical stages are the birth and 
decline stages.  The former is critical in that the motivation, energy and abilities of the 
entrepreneur is conveyed at the outset and this diminishes with time. In the case of 
the latter the organisation has to seek out opportunities in terms of innovation, 
change and adjustment of strategies in order to ensure survival.   
2.6.3.3 Performance Measurement  
The tools of triangulation, adequate sample size and longitudinal analysis serves as 
an opportunity to improve construct validity (Campbell and Fiske, 1959; Venkataram 
& Ramanujam, 1987; Richard et al., 2009, p.739) and simultaneously reduce the risk 
of measurement error whilst validating data through cross verification from multiple 
sources. It is important to note that sample size is an important determinant of 
statistical power (Cohen, 1988). True triangulation requires aggregation as well as a 
theoretical understanding on how to triangulate components of performance – a 
concept that has yet to be addressed in research circles. The use of triangulation as 
an approach has its own drawbacks when constructs are multidimensional, possess 
non-recursive properties and have complex interactions between items.  
Longitudinal data analysis usage together with sufficient statistical power may assist 
in a reduction of errors ( more especially Type II) because it focuses on change in 
performance over periods of time and reduces the influence of time invariant 
common method errors like format effects (Ailawadi et al., 2004; Richard et al., 2009, 
p.741). It also focuses on contextual, firm-specific fixed effects (Boulding, 1990) 
although, 10-15 year periods are necessary to validly identify high performance 
(Collins & Porras, 1995; Foster & Kaplan, 2001; Kirby, 2005; Richard et al., 2009, 
p741) 
The use of Non-Parametric means to address the dimensionality of Organisational 
Performance means operating at a disaggregated level and disallowing the 
relationships between measures. Most approaches are parametric and intended to 
reduce dimensionality into an interpretable and reflective construct but this in turn, 
imposes artificial measurement structures and weakens triangulation because it 
creates several factors that lack adequate coverage 
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Parametric approaches are based on central tendencies – for most studies, good 
performance is based on mathematical averaging of a set of underlying measures. 
Resource based and dynamic capabilities based theories of strategic advantage are 
constructed on the concept of dominance.  The concept of dominance has given rise 
to the creation of a frontline of performance that fits into with non-parametric linear 
programming approaches like Data Envelopment Analysis (DEA) (Charnes et al, 
1978; Richard et al., 2009, p.743). This model retains natural heterogeneity that 
prevents possible generalisations, whilst allowing for multidimensionality and 
resisting the ad hoc aggregation of different measures and in doing so – manages to 
represent the multidimensional nature of performance in a superior fashion to the 
traditional parametric alternatives. 
2.6.4 Concluding perspectives 
Although much has been said in the literature relating organisational effectiveness to 
a model, optimising organisational performance remains elusive as a result of its 
dependency on criteria to be measured, financial or non-financial. Of concern is the 
fact that Organisational Performance remains influenced by volatile internal factors 
and external factors and is largely dependent on the tandem of these systems which 
will provide a basis for predicting organisational effectiveness.  
2.7 Chapter summary 
Chapter Two reviewed the extant knowledge on the origins and current status of the 
organisation identity construct. After offering a brief historical overview and 
consideration of the construct’s development since approximately 1985, the chapter 
considered the current status of theory development and empiricism in respect of 
organisation identity. The relationship between organisation identity and 
organisational performance is identified as an important and much-needed research 
focus. Of the available theory on organisation identity, Organisation Identity Theory 
(OIT) offers a coherent systemic guiding frame from within which to investigate this 
relationship. Organisational Performance poses important questions for research 
objectives across the various disciplines. Establishing the valid and objective 
measurement of an overarching performance construct will enable stakeholders in 
various fields to see the bigger picture and appreciate the complexity of 
Organisational Performance, whilst examining the connections across various 
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disciplines. To this end – two key issues were identified and discussed – the 
dimensionality and nature of performance and the various methods, as well as the 
nature of performance measurement to facilitate a better understanding of the 
process and application thereof. The scope, nature and methodology for conducting 
such an empirical study are considered in Chapter Three.  
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CHAPTER THREE 
DESIGN OF AN EMPIRICAL STUDY 
3.1 Introduction 
The need for empirical research on organisation identity was identified and motivated 
in Chapter One of this thesis. More specifically, the need for research on the 
relationship between an organisation’s identity and its performance was viewed as 
particularly important. This is so because it speaks to both the theoretical and 
empirical relevance of the organisation identity construct. 
In Chapter Two the existing knowledge base in respect of organisation identity was 
reviewed and the need for the study further illuminated. The focus of the current 
chapter is to outline the design and methodology for a study of this relationship 
between organisation identity and organisational performance. As such, it introduces 
the research framework from within which the study is approached, and provides a 
detailed account of the design considerations and methodological choices that were 
exercised. More specifically, the discussion in the ensuing sections introduces the 
study as largely an explanatory study (and to a lesser extent exploratory), and from 
this position continues to outline the paradigmatic frame from within which the study 
is approached. Thereafter the discussion proceeds to argue for a specific design – 
given the research objectives and key variables of the study. The research 
methodology is discussed in terms of the research population and sample of 
respondents, data-gathering methods and instruments for measuring the key 
constructs of organisation identity and organisational performance and the procedure 
that will be followed to execute the study. Similarly, the techniques for analysing the 
data are briefly discussed. The chapter concludes with closing and summary 
perspectives.   
3.2 Positioning and paradigmatic frame of the study 
The choice of a research design and an appropriate methodology must enable the 
researcher to answer the research question that gave rise to the study. For this 
reason, the research question is briefly restated, as the point of departure for the 
design of an empirical study. In Chapter One (section 1.4.1) this was formulated as 
follows: 
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Is organisation identity related to organisational performance, and, if so, 
what is the nature of this relationship?    
Logically, the purpose of the research is to explore, empirically, the relationship 
between organisation identity and organisational performance. The study is 
essentially concerned with the relatedness of these two organisational constructs and 
the issue of causality that might exist between them, and attempts to explain 
organisational performance in terms of organisation identity. Although limited 
empirical research is available, the few studies that have been conducted suggest 
that this relationship exists and that these two variables are causally related. This 
relationship, however, is complicated by the ambiguous and abstract character of the 
organisation identity construct (van Tonder, 1999). This, together with the fact that 
very little research has been done on the topic, means that the relationship to be 
investigated is clouded with uncertainty.  
From the overarching statement of purpose, more specific operational research 
questions and specific research objectives were identified to guide the study at the 
level of execution. These are indicated in Table 3.1.   
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Table 3.1: Operational research questions and specific research objectives (see 
section. 1.4) 
 
Specific operational questions Specific research objectives 
1.4.3.1 To what extent, if at all, does the 
organisational fact-of-identity, i.e. those 
organisational attributes that are perceived 
as unique, core, enduring and unifying, 
relate to and/or impact on organisational 
performance?  
1.4.3.4 To empirically investigate the 
relationship (if any) between the more 
objective fact-of-identity of an organisation 
and organisational performance. 
 
1.4.3.2 To what extent, if at all, does the 
organisational sense-of-identity relate to 
and/or impact on organisational 
performance?  
1.4.3.5 To empirically investigate the 
relationship (if any) between the 
organisational sense-of-identity and the 
organisation’s performance. 
1.4.3.3 Subject to the study revealing a 
relationship between the different definitions 
of identity and organisational performance, 
what is the relative influence of these two 
forms of identity on the organisation 
identity–organisational performance 
relationship? 
1.4.3.6 Subject to the relationships referred 
to in 1.4.3.1 and 1.4.3.2 being demonstrated, 
to establish the relative influence of the 
organisational fact-of-identity and the 
organisational sense-of-identity on the 
organisation’s performance. 
 
The study is located in the domain of explanatory research because of its focus on 
establishing causality between variables (Mouton & Marais, 1994). Moreover, for a 
causal explanation to be valid, it has to meet three central requirements (Mouton & 
Marais, 1994). In this regard the explanation must  
o proceed from the position of a demonstrated relationship existing between the 
variables  
o observe and account for a temporal sequence of cause and effect, and 
o reveal a specific phenomenon to be the real cause of the affected phenomenon.  
From this perspective, the study would have to indicate that the independent variable 
of organisation identity co-varies with the dependent variable of organisational 
performance. It is furthermore equally important that the study reveal a specific 
sequence of cause and effect in the relationship between organisation identity and 
organisational performance, even though a large number of possible influences on 
organisational performance are present – for example, organisational culture, 
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organisational focus, lifecycle stage, and several others. Should these conditions be 
met, it would be possible to formulate generally valid predictions of future 
organisational performance on the basis of knowledge of organisation identity.  
When viewed from a research paradigm perspective, the explanatory nature of the 
study identifies it as being primarily functionalist in nature (cf. Morgan, 1990, pp. 14-
29; Van Tonder, 1999, p. 26). Ontologically, both organisation identity and 
organisational performance are assumed to be formal, structured and empirical 
constructs (i.e. independently and objectively observable realities). Epistemologically, 
organisation identity and organisational performance can be known through data 
obtained with formal measurement methodologies and instruments derived (and 
operationalised) from known definitions of the constructs.  
The paradigmatic frame or lens of the study invariably has an indirect but pervasive 
influence on the actual execution of the study and the interpretation of its results. For 
this reason, the design and methodology of an empirical study must consciously seek 
alignment between ontological and epistemological positions. The design of an 
empirical study receives attention in the ensuing section.  
3.3 Research design 
In the following section, the design of an empirical study to investigate the 
relationship between organisation identity and organisational performance is 
approached firstly from the perspective provided by the problem statement, research 
question, and subordinate operational research questions. Attention is given, 
secondly, to the key constructs that have to be considered and, thirdly, design 
parameters indicated by these considerations.   
3.3.1 Problem statement, research question, and research objectives as a 
point of departure 
The research problem outlined in Chapter One essentially argued that the 
organisation identity construct is quite problematic. Scholars have typified it for the 
greater part of the past two decades as essentially a formless and ambiguous 
concept. Furthermore, it has been difficult to research the organisation identity 
construct because of the abundance of theoretical perspectives from within which 
researchers have approached the construct. These considerations probably account 
for the exceptionally sparse empirical research base that characterises the study of 
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organisation identity. Notwithstanding these constraints, and the weak empirical base 
in particular, scholars nonetheless concur that organisation identity is a highly 
relevant construct. Moreover, a significant upsurge in interest in the organisation 
identity construct, both within the scholarly and managerial sectors, has been noted 
during the last five years. Researchers are accordingly confronted by an increasingly 
popular yet largely unknown and scientifically unsubstantiated concept.  
From a design perspective, a study of organisation identity would have to confront, in 
particular, the challenges brought by the absence of an empirical base to guide 
operational research considerations. These include the adoption of a specific 
theoretical frame and the choice of appropriate theoretical and operational definitions 
of organisation identity. At the same time, the design of the study should be such that 
it enables clarification of the relationship between the two primary constructs 
captured in the research question, despite the ambiguity surrounding the key 
variable.   
The research question, which was derived from the problem statement, considers the 
relationship between organisation identity and organisational performance and 
presupposes clear definitions of both these variables, while the operational sub-
questions and specific research objectives (restated in Table 3.1) inject further 
specificity into the study.  
To this end, the theoretical frame provided by Van Tonder’s (1999) Organisation 
Identity Theory (OIT) has been adopted. The theoretical frames (and intellectual 
traditions) associated with, for example, the social identity and psychoanalytic 
approaches to organisation identity present with different foci and do not adequately 
focus on the organisation as the unit of analysis. In this regard the OIT, which aligns 
with the classical approach to identity, is more appropriate and, as a theory, more 
focused, coherent, and encompassing than most theoretical contributions available 
within this intellectual tradition. It is one of the very few emergent theories on the 
organisation identity construct that complies with the letter and spirit of Kerlinger’s 
(1973) fundamentals of a theory, which consequently allows for a systematic 
empirical exploration and confirmation and/or rejection of specific theoretical 
postulates. It is appropriate also because of the detailed consideration of theoretical 
contributions in this domain that constituted part of the original research that gave 
rise to the theory’s emergence. However, the theory also presents organisation 
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identity in relation to several related constructs in a broader theory and accounts for 
the psychological fundamentals of identity as originally observed by Erikson (1959; 
1968).  
The adoption of this theoretical frame implies the simultaneous adoption of a specific 
position vis-à-vis the character and content of organisation identity as construct. 
Accordingly, the study will explore organisation identity from the perspective of two 
intertwined forms of identity, namely the organisational fact-of-identity and the 
organisational sense-of-identity (see section 3.3.2). Secondly, this theoretical 
platform (Van Tonder, 1999) provides clear indications of the nature and direction of 
the identity–performance relationship and postulates that an increase in the clarity 
and strength of the organisation’s character or identity will relate to improved 
performance. Thirdly, the empirical observations of the Van Tonder study translated 
into significant correlations (r  0.5) between various performance variables and 
identity-related features, which signified a consistent relationship between 
organisational features and organisational performance (Van Tonder, 1999, p. 396).  
From this theoretical platform the current study will isolate and accentuate the 
identity–performance relationship – unencumbered by multiple relations between 
identity and various organisational constructs – in order to clearly reveal the nature 
and direction of such a relationship (if it exists) and to dispel ambiguities and 
misconceptions in this regard. The central challenge for this study, then, is to 
establish theoretically accountable conceptual and operational definitions of the key 
constructs that are amenable to measurement in a manner that is consistent with the 
ontological and epistemological position of the study.  
3.3.2 Key constructs 
From the study’s research question, the key research variables are organisation 
identity as independent variable, and organisational performance as criterion and 
dependent variable.  
3.3.2.1 Organisation identity 
From within the framework of Organisation Identity Theory (OIT), organisation 
identity, the core construct, is defined as “... a cognitive gestalt or integrative schema 
of the organisation’s attributes and features which reflect its uniqueness or 
distinctive, core and enduring character on the basis of which it is consistently 
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perceived as unique or one of a kind” (Van Tonder, 1999, p. 234). From this definition 
organisation identity emerges as a conceptual phenomenon which is held collectively 
and tacitly by the organisation – effectively a mental model of ‘who and what the 
organisation is’, i.e. it is shared by the organisation’s members. In this regard, it does 
not differ in character from the notion of organisational culture, which is perceived at 
the level of application as the manner in which the organisation conducts itself in a 
number of critical behavioural domains. 
In its most basic form organisation identity refers to who and what the organisation is. 
It is an answer to the question: “Who am I as an organisation?” answered 
comparatively or relative to similar organisations in the same industry. In the case of 
a banking institution, for example, the organisation’s identity would normally entail 
self-descriptive statements that not only state who and what it is, but at the same 
time clearly distinguish (differentiate) it from other (similar) banking institutions. This 
comparative distinctiveness has been hypothesised by Albert and Whetten (1985) to 
turn on those features or attributes of the organisation that are core, enduring and 
distinctive. More recently, Van Tonder (1999; 2006b) has argued that organisation 
identity, being the organisation’s answer to the “Who am I?” question (after 
comparing itself with industry benchmarks), can also be referred to as the 
organisation’s distinctive character.  
More pertinently, Van Tonder (2006b) argued that organisation identity is best 
operationalised by combining  
 Albert and Whetten’s (1985) conceptualisation of organisation identity as the 
core, distinctive and enduring features of the organisation and  
 Van Tonder’s (1999) empirical observations, which revealed unity and unifying 
features as an additional dimension, and  
 the organisational sense-of-identity (a hitherto unknown facet of organisation 
identity).  
According to Van Tonder (1999, 2006a), 
 the organisational sense-of-identity (SoI) refers the organisation’s subjective 
awareness of its identity (e.g. possessing an identity, or experiencing identity 
difficulties/crises) and the organisational fact-of-identity (FoI) refers to those 
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features of the organisation that are considered core, distinctive, enduring and 
unifying (above).  
 These two constructs represent different forms of identity, which are 
complementary and interdependent components of an organisation’s identity.  
 Conceptualised as such, it allows for the measurement of different forms of 
identity but in a manner that conceptually relates these different forms of identity 
to each other.  
 The incorporation of different definitions of identity consequently constitutes a 
form of triangulation at the level of conceptualising the identity phenomenon.  
3.3.2.2 Organisational performance 
There have been many attempts to define performance generally, thus resulting in 
many ideas. Organisational performance literature (March & Sutton,1997; Jacobs & 
Kleiner, 1995; Smith, 1998) reveals that performance relates to organisational 
purpose reflecting support for the organisation’s mission. Hence an organisation’s 
effectiveness needs to reflect achievements related to the resources used by the 
organisation, which in turn reflects resource management or efficiency. This 
effectiveness must also be considered within the environment within which the 
organisation operates, and its capacity for adaptability or sustainability (ongoing 
relevance). One of the more enduring themes in the study of organisations is 
organisational performance or effectiveness, which extends to understanding 
competitive survival, among other things. Conventional discourse on organisational 
performance includes comparative evaluations on organisational success and 
failures (March & Sutton, 1997). These comparisons are made in the form of profits, 
sales, market share, productivity, debt ratios and stock prices (March & Sutton, 1997, 
p. 698), suggesting that organisational performance is generally viewed as a 
manifestation and a result or outcome of the organisation’s functioning.  
In the current study organisational performance will be viewed conceptually and 
theoretically both as a construct and a dependent variable. It may be described, more 
specifically, as the primary outcomes or results of the organisation as reflected in 
specific performance indicators. Perceived performance in terms of these indicators 
is generally interpreted as organisational success (or failure if non-performance is 
recorded in terms of these indicators). Consistent with an Organisation Identity 
Theory (OIT) perspective, sustained organisational performance translates into 
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medium-term success and long-term survival.  
Organisational performance, however, is itself an ambiguous concept, as it is 
interpreted differently by different organisations, primarily because of the variation in 
foci and operations of organisations. Even within the same industry some variation 
among organisations in the manner in which organisational performance is defined 
operationally cannot be ruled out. In this regard it is noteworthy that Van Tonder 
(1999, p. 125) concluded that “... organisational effectiveness criteria [in this case 
success criteria] remain a complex and idiosyncratic concept”. Organisational 
performance can, however, be considered in terms of direct costs of producing a 
product using specific technology, or the efficiency in performing a task. 
Notwithstanding these considerations, many scholars and managers of organisations 
erroneously view the notion of organisational success most commonly, and too 
narrowly, in terms of the organisation’s financial performance. However, the range 
and nature of financial indicators employed by organisations vary substantially and 
this further lessens the comparability of organisations that are otherwise also seldom 
comparable (e.g. in terms of size, asset base, employee architecture and many other 
dimensions). Spangenberrg and Theron (2004, p. 20) have indicated that the 
systems approach to organisational effectiveness allows for a diverse set of 
performance measures which would allow for the use of both financial and non-
financial performance measures. 
The problem is partially resolved by using generic performance outcomes that apply 
to most organisations, regardless of industry. Under such circumstances, the lack of 
precision in defining organisation-specific performance outcomes reduces the degree 
of alignment between the employed measure and the organisation outcome to be 
measured, which could obscure a weak relationship between organisation identity 
and performance, should this exist. In this regard it is prudent to acknowledge Van 
der Heever’s (1995, p. 13) caution that organisations are unique to the extent that 
generalised effectiveness criteria will probably only result in indistinct effectiveness 
evaluations. The counter-argument, however, is that such generic measures allow a 
degree of comparison across organisations that would otherwise not be possible, and 
should a relationship be detected, it would probably provide a conservative (and 
understated) perspective on the strength of the relationship. In summary, measures 
that are more generic allow comparison of different organisations but do so at the risk 
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of compromising measurement relevance. While this approach is conservative and 
risks masking a weak effect between the independent and dependent variables 
(should this exist), it is still preferable, as it will not exacerbate existing challenges 
brought about by the complexity and ambiguity of the independent variable 
(organisation identity).  
3.3.2.3 Hypothesised relatedness of organisation identity and organisational 
performance 
Organisation Identity Theory (OIT) posits that a strong and clear organisation identity 
is positively related to organisational performance. It argues that clarity of identity 
facilitates focus and concentration of effort and consequently improves performance, 
short-term success and medium- to long-term survival. This relationship was 
supported empirically in the study by Van Tonder (1999), but the study did not focus 
explicitly on the identity–performance relationship, hence the current study. The 
empirical findings did provide support for the hypothesised relationship between 
identity and performance (strong and clear identity is positively related to strong 
performance and vice versa). A more recent comparative study reported that various 
identity factors positively predicted the performance of four companies – using 
regression analysis (Van Tonder, 2006b), offering support for a cause-and-effect 
relationship between organisation identity and organisational performance. The 1999 
and 2006 studies used different performance criteria, which cannot be generalised, 
and for this reason, the use of a more generic performance measure is preferable.  
In Chapters One and Two the general sentiments of scholars who argue for the 
relevance and significance of organisation identity, in the absence of empirical 
evidence, were highlighted. OIT and the cited empirical studies (above) provide 
firmer grounds for hypothesising that: 
o Organisation identity and organisational performance are positively 
related, i.e. the organisational fact-of-identity (FoI) and the organisational 
sense-of-identity (SoI) will, respectively, positively relate to positive 
organisational performance. Accordingly, a high (strong) FoI or SoI score will 
correlate with a high (strong) organisational performance score. The converse is 
equally plausible: a low (weak) FoI or SoI score will correlate with a low (poor) 
organisational performance score. 
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o Organisation identity influences organisational performance, i.e. the 
organisational fact-of-identity (FoI) and the organisational sense-of-identity (SoI) 
will respectively predict organisational performance. 
3.3.2.4 Moderator variables 
In the Van Tonder (1999) study, firm relationships were observed between 
organisation identity and various organisational attributes such as organisational 
culture, experienced organisational challenges, organisational focus, stage in the 
organisational lifecycle and several other variables that seemed to moderate the 
relationship between organisation identity and organisational performance. The 
current study’s focus is more pertinently on isolating the identity–performance 
relationship, and thus avoiding engaging with variables extraneous to this 
relationship.  
3.3.3 Design parameters 
The very nature of organisation identity, the primary independent variable as outlined 
in section 3.2.1.1, prevents the researcher from influencing and manipulating the 
identity construct in order to observe changes in organisational performance as 
dependent variable, and consequently precludes any form of experimental and quasi-
experimental research design. Secondly, because of the shared/collective nature of 
the organisation identity construct, and given the focus of organisation identity on the 
organisation as unit of analysis (the organisation’s identity rather than the individual 
employee’s identity), an entire organisation or organisation(s) should be engaged. In 
this regard it would be preferable to engage multiple organisations in the study to 
establish whether observed relationships (should they occur) hold across different 
and several organisations. For this purpose, a survey-guided design appears more 
applicable and practical. A post-hoc field-study design is indicated in the absence of 
known and recorded measures and measurements of organisation identity. Within 
these parameters the study is reduced essentially to a correlational design, i.e. 
simultaneous measurements of both the independent and dependent variables are 
statistically analysed for relatedness (correlation).  
3.4  Research method 
The method for executing a post-hoc survey-guided design is briefly outlined in terms 
of research population and sample, methods of data gathering, the procedure for 
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execution and data analysis.  
3.4.1 Research population and sample 
Theoretically, organisation identity is defined as an organisation-level phenomenon, 
which fits Wells’ (1980) description of an attribute of the system-as-whole. The 
organisation is consequently the unit of analysis and, with organisations being social 
collectives, organisations cannot be substituted for or represented by any individual 
employee (Van Tonder, 2006b). This requires the study to engage organisations 
rather than respondents in their individual capacities. The research population for the 
study consequently comprises entire organisations. These should preferably be 
further defined as medium- and smaller-sized organisations, as an organisational 
size-identity effect was observed in organisations that became very large 
(Van Tonder, 1999). Very large organisations consequently had an inherent 
capability to sustain moderate levels of performance despite a poor or weak identity, 
and did so through ‘momentum’, i.e. the sheer size of their asset bases and related 
resources. As a result the observed identity–performance relationship might be 
obscured to an extent and weaker correlations recorded. Ideally, a cluster sampling 
strategy should be utilised for the current study (cf. Leedy, 1980, p. 118). 
Organisations, accordingly, should be selected from several organisations whose 
performance status clearly locates them in excellent or poor performing categories, 
e.g. the top-performing and worst-performing companies on the annual financial 
surveys of top-performing companies, or the annual top- and worst-performing 
companies listed on the Johannesburg Stock Exchange. In practice, very few 
organisational studies succeed in securing representative (randomly drawn) samples 
of organisations. Rather, most studies in organisational behaviour (approximately 
83%) utilise convenience or non-probability samples (Bryman & Cramer, 1994, p. 
105). This is so because of a growing reluctance observed among institutions to 
participate in multi-organisational studies in particular, as participation could be 
viewed as compromising the organisation’s strategic advantage, or of being of 
minimal value to the organisation, or simply as disruptive to operations (Van Tonder, 
1999).  
For the current study several companies were approached on a personal contact 
basis, a number of meetings arranged, and several presentations scheduled to 
secure the cooperation of possible organisational participants. Although several 
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institutions were engaged, only five committed to the research, two of which 
eventually withdrew or simply did not follow through on the initial undertaking. In the 
final analysis, three companies were secured (refer to Table 3.2 for an outline of 
company particulars).  
Table 3.2: Organisations participating in the study 
Organisation 
(industry) Core business 
No.of 
respondents 
Proportion of 
total sample 
Power Consultation to internal business on 
various projects 
80 29.2 % 
Mining Mining consultants/contractors 155 56.6 % 
ICT ICT consulting 39 14. 2 % 
 
Notwithstanding attempts to maximise the number of within-organisation 
respondents, 274 respondents cumulatively participated.  
3.4.2 Data-gathering methods and instruments 
From a design perspective, it was concluded that a survey approach would be more 
effective and practical in soliciting the views of organisational respondents. Data 
gathering would consequently assume the form of a questionnaire incorporating the 
different instruments to be used to measure organisation identity and organisational 
performance. This form of data gathering is amenable to precise specification, and 
would increase the reliability of the observations, yet it is also vulnerable to the 
typical risks associated with questionnaire-based approaches. These entail poor 
response rates, or poor completion (poor quality protocols) by respondents, in 
addition to the fact that data obtained lacks the richness often sought for 
interpretation purposes (which is best obtained through structured or semi-structured 
interviews). The nature of the data-gathering exercise and the stipulation of 
maximising respondents per organisation, however, rendered interview-based 
approaches impractical for the current study.  
For the current study a review was undertaken of instruments that measure 
organisation identity and organisational performance. In the event that suitable 
instruments were not found, alternatives such as modifying an existing instrument or 
developing new instruments would be considered. This review revealed that there 
were currently no formal instruments in existence for the measurement of the 
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organisational fact-of-identity, but a developmental instrument for the measurement 
of the organisational sense-of-identity was available (Van Tonder, 1999). In the 
absence of standardised organisation identity instruments, the elaboration of this 
experimental measure utilised in the Van Tonder (1999) study appeared to be a more 
effective option. 
For the measurement of performance, the Performance Index (Henning, 
Spannenberg & Theron, 2004; Spannenberg & Theron, 2004) appeared to be a 
scientifically accountable instrument that focuses on the perception of performance 
and circumvents the conceptual dilemma of incomparable organisation-specific 
performance definitions. The Performance Index measures the performance and 
effectiveness of an organisation, unit or team by means of a 360° evaluation. 
Therefore, traditional quantitative measures are complemented by drivers of 
performance – such as capacity, adaptability and climate. Furthermore, the PI 
incorporates the time dimension of organisational effectiveness by inclusion of short-, 
medium- and long-term criteria. This instrument is ideal for diagnosing the 
effectiveness of an organisation or unit. The instrument can be administered in 
organisations across economic sectors (having an industry-wide application) and has 
been standardised in South African settings. These measures are briefly elaborated 
in the ensuing sections. 
3.4.2.1 Measuring organisation identity 
Initial research with regard to the Organisation Identity Questionnaire (Van Tonder, 
1999) was exploratory and covered a wide range of organisationally relevant 
dimensions in its attempts at establishing, firstly, identity-relevant dimensions, and, 
secondly, whether meaningful relationships existed between identity variables and 
other organisational variables. The experimental organisation identity questionnaire 
(OIQ) (Van Tonder, 1999) is appealing both because it is highly relevant to the study 
of organisation identity and because of the soundness of its psychometric profile, 
even at this preliminary stage in the instrument’s development.  
It is a structured instrument, which samples data on 34 dimensions derived from 
factor analysis. It addresses identity dimensions as well as a series of organisational 
domain variables and does so with targeted questions specific to each dimension. It 
includes a standard biographical section and sections that employ Semantic 
Differentials and Likert scales.  
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The semantic differential (SD) scale (Osgood, Suci & Tannenbaum, 1957) consists of 
seven response categories ranging from one extreme to the other, supplying a pair of 
generally bipolar adjectives and a neutral response category located in the middle of 
the scale. All the categories are considered descriptive of the respondent’s views of 
the concept around which the scale is constructed. According to Bailey (1994, p. 
366), one of the functions of a scale is to provide an underlying measure of a 
concept. The SD scale is premised on Kelly’s construct theory and allows the 
respondent to ascribe a distinct meaning to a concept. The SD, in addition, enables 
respondents of varying intelligence and verbal fluency to indicate a large number of 
judgements quickly and confidently (Osgood et al., 1957). The SD is illustrated in 
Figure 3.1 with an excerpt from the OIQ (Van Tonder, 1999)  
Figure 3.1: Illustrative excerpt of the semantic differential used to measure the 
organisation structure subscale of the OIQ  
 
 
Qu
es
tio
ns
 
 
 
Compared with similar companies in the same industry/economic 
sector, the ORGANISATION’S STRUCTURE can be described as…. 
13.1 
Very 
steep/hierarchical/many 
managerial layers 
A B C D E F Very flat/minimal 
managerial layers 
13.2 Highly centralised A B C D E F Highly decentralised 
13.3 Largest corporate structure A B C D E F Smallest corporate 
structure 
13.4 Most traditional A B C D E F Most progressive 
13.5 Extensive branch/operating 
unit structure A B C D E F 
Underdeveloped 
branch/operating unit 
structure 
13.6 Large international network A B C D E F Small international 
network 
(Source: Van Tonder, 1999) 
 
The second form of scale employed in the questionnaire is the widely used Likert 
scale, which requires respondents to respond to statements within set response 
categories ranging from strong disagreement to strong agreement. The advantages 
of using this form of scale are that such scales are relatively easy to construct, 
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require minimum time to construct, and that each item has to meet an empirical test 
for discriminating ability (Emory & Cooper, 1995). Likert scales are treated as interval 
scales, which not only allow grouping of respondents in accordance with these 
response categories but also enable measurement of the magnitude of differences in 
the preferences of respondents (Watkins, 2003, p. 55). Table 3.3 provides an outline 
of the internal consistencies recorded for the various scales of the instrument. With 
the exception of two scales with reliability coefficients below 0.7 (due to a very small 
number of items), the reliabilities are above 0.7.  
 
Table 3.3: Internal consistency of OIQ subscales (Van Tonder, 1999) 
Dimension (scale) Cronbach Alpha (α) 
Descriptions (Sense-of-Identity) .8610 
Character .7800 
Uniqueness .9637 
Performance .9780 
Characteristics .5135 
Matters of importance .9760 
Driving forces .8382 
Current difficulties .9116 
Focus .7863 
Development stage .7741 
Current culture .9151 
Description .9593 
Structure .7511 
Location .7850 
Staff/Personnel .9216 
Strategy .8589 
Technology and systems .9468 
Role in the industry .9526 
Business style and culture .3942 
Operational style .9470 
Products and services .9284 
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Dimension (scale) Cronbach Alpha (α) 
Management .9591 
Customer and client orientation .9611 
Historical origins .8522 
Equipment and facilities .8662 
Ownership .3637 
Strength .9058 
Market .8347 
Growth and change .9290 
Resources .9286 
Image .9624 
Approach to change .9433 
Premises .9216 
Environment .7536 
 
In subsequent research by Van Tonder (2006b), involving 499 respondents from four 
companies, three (3) second-order factors, which account for a cumulative variance 
of 68.4%, were identified. These were (with Alpha coefficients indicated in brackets):  
o Factor 1: Organisation domain variables (‘The organisation’), which 
comprised: Organisational role in the industry (.865); Staff/Personnel (.858); 
Image (.845); Products & services (.827); Premises (.804); Historical origins 
(.796); Equipment & facilities (.777); Business style & culture (.765); Technology 
& systems (.758); Location (.741); Operational style (.740); Strength (.740); 
Environment-F1 (.712); Resources (.706); Customer/Client orientation (.704); 
Strategy (.673); Approach to change (.652); Management (.620); Structure 
(.602); and Sense of Identity (.584);  
o Factor 2: Org-environment Compatibility/’Fit’, which included Characteristics 
F2 (.638); Environment F2 (.601); and Market (.566). 
o Factor 3: Essential Org Profile Focus (.763); Performance (.740); 
Characteristics F1 (.691); Development stage (.665); Current culture (.624); 
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Character (.599); Sense-of-identity (.516); Current difficulties (.437); and 
Organisational uniqueness (.432). 
Of significance is that the organisational sense-of-identity and organisational 
uniqueness (a fact-of-identity dimension as per section 3.3.2.1) loaded on factors 1 
and 3, which articulate general organisational functioning and demeanour 
(organisation domain variables), and core organisational architecture (essential 
organisation profile) respectively. This questionnaire consequently provides a useful 
point of departure for measuring the organisational fact-of-identity.  
The organisational sense-of-identity scale was subsequently elaborated into a 40-
item SoI questionnaire, which was then tested and administered to a convenience 
sample of 674 employees attached to 27 organisations (Van Tonder, 2008a). The 
results of this study revealed a four-factor structure for the sense-of-identity 
questionnaire (see Table 3.4).  
Table 3.4: Internal consistency of SoI Questionnaire (van Tonder, 2008a) 
Factor (scale) Number of items Cronbach 
Alpha (α) 
Factor 1: State of the organisation’s identity (lack of identity 
or identity confusion – generally an identity crisis versus a 
healthy and strong identity) 
13 .924 
Factor 2: Sense of unity/solidarity  5 .842 
Factor 3: Organisational distinctiveness / uniqueness 8 .827 
Factor 4: Identity development (identity in process)  3 .665 
 
Given its limited application, the factor structure of the SoI questionnaire is still 
tentative, but this experimental instrument was nonetheless highly appropriate for 
purposes of the current study. In addition to incorporating this instrument for a here-
and-now measurement of the organisational SoI, the instrument would also be 
altered to measure historical SoI (SoI in the past). This follows from the finding (Van 
Tonder, 1999) that a change/action-performance lag could be observed. An 
organisation, for example, would effect a change at a given point in time but the 
impact of this change would only manifest itself some 12 to 18 months later. This was 
reflected inter alia in the correlations observed between past sense-of-identity and 
current performance. Each of the three companies secured for the current study had 
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DO NOT COPY 
been impacted on by major change in the recent past and it is hypothesised that 
identity at that time would relate to current company performance. 
An excerpt of the questionnaire is provided for illustrative purposes only 
Table 3.5: Sample FoI Questionnaire  
SECTION 2: HISTORICAL view of COMPANY X  
Description of COMPANY X at the time WHEN YOU STARTED WORKING there 
Qu
es
tio
n 
 
Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the 
following statements about COMPANY X, as it was at the time 
WHEN YOU STARTED WORKING there.  
Please place a √ in the appropriate space to indicate your 
view.  
  
D
ef
in
ite
ly
 
N
O
T 
 
N
o 
 
Un
ce
rt
ai
n 
 
Ye
s 
 
Ye
s 
D
ef
in
ite
ly
 
 
2.1  Generally, COMPANY X was quite unlike any other organisation  DN  N  U  Y  YD  
2.2  At the time , COMPANY X lacked a sense of unity and solidarity  DN  N  U  Y  YD  
2.3  When compared to other institutions in the same industry, COMPANY X 
was noticeably different  DN  N  U  Y  YD  
2.4  COMPANY X worked hard at developing a strong identity or character  DN  N  U  Y  YD  
2.5  COMPANY X’s character was incomplete  DN  N  U  Y  YD  
2.6  COMPANY X staff was all part of a family  DN  N  U  Y  YD  
©2006 Please do not use or duplicate without prior consent from the authors 
(van Tonder, 2006) 
As indicated, the fact-of-identity questionnaire would require elaboration and the 
uniqueness scale of the OIQ would be expanded to a full-scale instrument using 
Likert-type response scales and comprising, in addition, the dimensions of core, 
enduring and unifying features. Concrete definitions with which these dimensions 
were operationalised were the following:  
o Uniqueness refers to the ways in which something is different when it is 
compared with similar objects (its distinctiveness).  
o Core refers to the essence or essential/main elements of something – those 
qualities that are at its heart. 
o Enduring means having always been present (for as long as can be 
remembered); not having been affected by time or changed circumstances.  
o Unifying means being capable of bringing together, or binding together as a 
single unit. 
Table 3.6 provides an illustrative excerpt of the operationalisation of the ‘enduring’ 
dimension of the FoI.  
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Table 3.6: Example: Operationalisation of the ‘enduring’ dimension of the FoI 
Sub 
question Organisational dimension… has ENDURED? 
  
YE
S 
De
fin
ite
ly
 
YE
S 
Un
ce
rt
ai
n
 
NO
 
De
fin
ite
ly
 
NO
T 
4.3.1 Company X’s mission YD Y U N DN 
4.3.2 Company X’s strategy YD Y U N DN 
4.3.3 Company X’s values YD Y U N DN 
4.3.4 Company X’s structure YD Y U N DN 
4.3.5 Company X’s corporate identity (logo, colours, 
slogans) YD Y U N DN 
4.3.6 Company X’s physical location YD Y U N DN 
 
3.4.2.2  Measuring organisational performance 
The Performance Index (PI) questionnaire was chosen to measure the dependent 
variable ‘organisational performance’, largely because it circumvents the dilemma of 
organisation-specific performance criteria that would render most organisations 
incomparable. Developed by Spannenberg and Theron (2004), it encompasses the 
unit performance dimensions for which a unit leader would typically be held 
responsible, and comprises eight unit performance dimensions.  
The development of the PI was characterised initially by some concern around the 
extent to which the unit performance dimensions (factors) interrelated and impacted 
on each other, which prompted an investigation into the internal structure of the PI. 
The subsequent investigation by Henning, Spannenberg and Theron (2004) entailed 
item and dimension analyses. The former recorded relatively high item homogeneity 
for each subscale before and after computation. The internal consistency coefficients 
(Cronbach Alpha) are detailed in Table 3.6. The dimensionality analysis revealed that 
two of the eight subscales failed the uni-dimensionality test. These were then 
subdivided into two orthogonal and uni-dimensional scales, which subsequently 
showed satisfactory loadings on a single factor ranging between 0.510 and 0.893 
(Henning, Spannenberg & Theron, 2004, p. 30).  
Direct linkages between several of the dimensions of the PI were found, for example 
between market standing/scope/market share and future growth; capacity and future 
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growth; adaptability and market standing/scope/market share; core people processes 
and production and efficiency; and core people processes and employee satisfaction. 
It was noted that Adaptability has an unmediated effect on market 
standing/scope/market share. The authors concluded that if an organisational unit 
has a high market standing, as well as the ability to adapt to internal and/or external 
environmental changes, the unit is likely to be characterised by high future growth 
prospects. 
Table 3.7: Performance dimensions (subscales) of the performance index (PI) 
Performance 
Dimension Description 
Cronbach Alpha 
(α) 
Production and 
efficiency 
Refers to quantitative outputs such as meeting goals, 
quantity, quality and cost effectiveness, and task 
performance 
0.7446 
Core people 
processes 
Reflects organisational effectiveness criteria such as goals 
and work plans, communication, organisational interaction, 
conflict management, productive clashing of ideas, integrity 
and uniqueness of the individual or group, learning through 
feedback and rewarding performance. 
0.8480 
Work unit climate Refers to the psychological environment of the unit, and 
gives an overall assessment of the integration, commitment 
and cohesion, agreement on core values and consensus 
regarding the vision, achievement-related attitudes and 
behaviours and commitment to the unit. 
0.8756 
Employee 
satisfaction 
Centres on satisfaction with the task and work context, 
empowerment, and career progress, as well as with 
outcomes of leadership, e.g. trust in and respect for the 
leader and acceptance of the leader’s influence. 
0.8870 
Adaptability Reflects the flexibility of the unit’s management and 
administrative systems, core processes and structures, 
capability to develop new products/services and versatility of 
staff and technology. Overall, it reflects the capacity of the 
unit to appropriately and expeditiously respond to change. 
0.8208 
Capacity (wealth 
of resources) 
Reflects the internal strength of the unit, resources including 
financial resources, profits and investments, physical assets 
and materials supply, and quality and diversity of staff. 
0.8183 
Market 
share/scope 
Includes market share (if applicable), standing, 
competitiveness and market-directed diversity of products or 
services, customer satisfaction and reputation for adding 
value to the organisation 
0.7978 
Future growth Serves as an overall index of projected future performance 
and includes profits and market share (if applicable, capital 
investment, staff levels and expansion of the unit) 
0.7290 
 (Source: Henning, Spannenberg & Theron, 2004, p. 28) 
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These properties render the PI acceptable for use in the current study.  
3.4.3 Research procedure 
The elaboration and development of the SoI and FoI instruments would occur 
simultaneously with the engagement of organisations that could potentially 
participate in the research. Several meetings and presentations would be scheduled 
with representatives of prospective organisations, during which the focus and key 
outcomes of the research, the potential benefit to the participating companies, and 
the ethics and pragmatics of conducting the research at their sites would be 
addressed. 
As a result of the elaboration of the SoI and the development of the FoI instruments, 
and the limited testing of both these instruments in particular, a pilot study was 
deemed necessary. The pilot study with volunteer respondents had to ensure clarity 
of concepts and improved validity and reliability of the anticipated results. It also had 
to ensure that the procedure for conducting the study would be free from potential 
problems and, generally, had as its aim the improvement of the success expectations 
and effectiveness of the study (cf. Strydom, Fouche & Delport, 2002). In this 
instance, the pilot study would also serve the purpose of re-affirming the 
psychometric properties of the revised SoI and establishing these properties for the 
yet untested FoI questionnaire – specifically the reliability of scales, and the structure 
and the degree of relatedness among variables. 
Once the participation of organisations was secured and the pilot study was 
completed, the questionnaires incorporating a biographical section, historical SoI, 
present SoI, present FOI and the PI would be personalised for the different 
participating organisations. Respondents at officer to senior manager levels would be 
targeted within these companies and attempts would be made – through appropriate 
communication from senior managers to their employees – to engage all 
respondents within the designated sections of the organisations. Respondents would 
be thoroughly briefed and orientated about the purpose, procedure and expected 
completion of the questionnaires prior to administration thereof. Questionnaires 
would be administered manually (in hard-copy format) because of lengthy approval 
channels and varying employee access to, and time constraints associated with, 
loading questionnaires on the organisational intranet or the internet. Follow-up 
interviews with select respondents and managerial staff would be scheduled and 
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conducted post measurement to verify interpretation of results obtained with the 
questionnaires.  
3.4.4 Data analysis 
The primary data generated by the study comprised essentially data on one 
independent variable (organisation identity), but operationally two continuous 
independent variables, namely the organisational sense-of-identity and the 
organisational fact-of-identity, and one continuous dependent variable, organisational 
performance as measured by the Performance Index (PI). After the coding and 
capturing of the data, the following procedures would be followed for the purpose of 
analysis and interpretation: 
o Confirmatory factor analysis (‘principal axis factoring’) in order to uncover the 
(theorised) latent structure of the dimensions (and scales) of the organisational 
SoI and organisational FoI, and the PI. This statistical technique is applied to a 
set of variables (or indicators/questionnaire items) in order to redefine these into 
a reduced (new) set of orthogonal factors (Rosenthal & Rosnow, 1991, p. 615).  
The primary purpose of this procedure is to discover coherent subsets of 
variables (indicators/questionnaire items) that are relatively independent of one 
another (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001, p. 582). It is used to establish criterion-
related validity for each of the constructs and their related variables/indicators 
(as embodied in the questionnaire items) and entails an analysis of 
intercorrelations among the indicators/questionnaire items. Patterns of 
correlations that are identified in this manner suggest that common factors 
underlie the indicators (Mouton & Marais, 1994, p. 69), in this case for 
organisation identity and organisational performance.  
The obtained factor matrix would be rotated orthogonally (‘varimax’ rotation 
method in SPSS) to minimise statistical interdependence of extracted factors. 
Where items reflected inverse polarities in terms of the majority of items loading 
on a factor (‘scale’), these would be recoded to ensure uni-dimensionality of the 
entire scale. Factors with an eigenvalue of ‘1’ (using Kaiser’s (1961) criterion) 
and visual inspection of the Scree test would be used to confirm the number of 
meaningful factors to be retained.  
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o Calculation of the internal consistency (reliability) of retained items for each 
scale (those that loaded 0.5 and higher on the relevant factor), using the 
Cronbach Alpha procedure.  
o Computation of factor scores for items retained, and correlation of SoI and FoI 
factor scores with PI factor scores (using Pearson's product moment correlation 
co-efficient) in order to establish the interrelatedness of organisation identity 
and organisational performance and the magnitude and direction of such 
relatedness (if established). The results so obtained would allow an ‘answer’ to 
the specific operational research questions 1.4.3.1 and 1.4.3.2 (refer 3.2; also 
Chapter One, section 1.4).  
o Multiple regression analysis would be used as an analytical strategy to assess 
and predict the relationship between the performance factors (the PI) and the 
FoI and SoI identity factors (cf. Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001, p. 114).  
o An attempt to establish criterion-related for each of the identity constructs and 
their relative influence in this relationship, which entails the creation of a linear 
equation (a combination) of the multiple continuous independent variables (FoI 
and SoI factors), to predict the continuous dependent variable (PI factors). 
These analyses will enable a credible response to the specific research 
question 1.4.3.3 as indicated in section 3.2 (and stated in Chapter One, section 
1.4).  
While the above constitute the most important primary analyses, secondary analyses 
would concentrate on analysis of variance to establish whether obtained results for 
the identity and performance scores were subject to the idiosyncrasies of the 
respondent profile (e.g. specific demographic categories such as company, age or 
educational qualification). Post-hoc procedures would be employed to establish 
‘where’ such differences occurred, should they be observed.  
Viewed in combination, these analytical procedures are sufficient to respond in a 
scientifically accountable fashion to the key (operational) research questions of the 
study 
3.5 Chapter summary 
The focus of this chapter was to outline the design and methodology of this study in 
order to empirically study the relationship between organisation identity and 
 104 
 
organisational performance. The purpose of this research is to empirically explore the 
relationship between organisation identity and organisational performance, more 
specifically any causal relationship that may exist between them. This chapter has 
thus highlighted the explanatory nature of this research and has elaborated on the 
research design in terms of the problem statement, research questions and research 
objectives. It has also provided an in-depth account of the key variables (organisation 
identity, organisational performance and moderator variables) as well as the design 
parameters within which these constructs can be studied, namely a correlational 
design. The research method adopted was stipulated in terms of the research 
population and sample, the data-gathering methods and instruments, the 
measurement of the variables and the recommended procedure, as well as the 
procedures required for the data analysis in order to accomplish this. To this end 
several companies were approached and engaged accordingly and through the use 
of a survey approach, a questionnaire incorporating the key variables was used to 
measure the organisation identity and organisational performance relationship. 
The results of the empirical study are reported in Chapter Four, with a discussion of 
the significance of these findings in Chapter Five and an elaborated synopsis of the 
entire study in Chapter Six. 
 
 105 
 
CHAPTER FOUR 
RESULTS OF THE EMPIRICAL CHAPTER 
4.1 Introduction 
One of the main arguments for this study was to provide a much-needed empirical 
response to the existing theory presented on the subject of Organisational Identity 
and more specifically provide a response that focuses on relevance of Organisation 
Identity to the functioning of organisations. Chapter Three was concerned with the 
empirical design and methodology supporting this requirement of the study. This 
chapter reports on the results of the statistical analyses that flow from the 
methodology motivated in Chapter Three. This chapter will also allow an answer to 
the research questions stipulated and will effectively equate to a statistical testing of 
the set objectives stipulated in Chapters One and Three, namely: 
1.4.3.4 To empirically investigate the relationship (if any) between the more 
objective FoI of an Organisation and Organisational Performance. 
1.4.3.5 To empirically investigate the relationship (if any) between SoI and the 
Organisation’s Performance. 
1.4.3.6 Subject to the relationships referred to in 1.4.3.1 and 1.4.3.2 being 
demonstrated, to establish the relative influence of the FoI and SoI on the 
Organisation’s Performance. 
In order to provide perspective the next section provides a brief overview of the 
characteristics of the realised sample for this study. The structural properties of the 
Organisation Identity instrument used for measuring Organisation Identity are then 
reported in brief. This is followed by general observations following the analyses on 
the Organisation Identity concept, firstly as Organisational sense-of-identity (past 
and present perspectives) and, secondly, the Organisational fact-of-identity with 
respect to those features that are deemed to be unique, core, enduring and 
unifying. The next section provides a comparative analysis of the perceptions of 
Organisation Identity by participating companies with the purpose of examining any 
observable differences arising from the organisation identity phenomenon. Further 
observations on the relationship between perspectives on past and present SoI will 
be considered in order to spot any possible trends and to provide conclusions 
(perspective) on the measurement of Organisation Identity.  
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Similarly, the measurement of Organisational Performance commences with 
comments on the structural properties of the Organisational Performance 
instrument and is followed by general observations on the measurement of 
Organisational Performance in this study. Observations on performance with 
respect to the participating companies are provided and conclusions on the 
measurement on Organisational Performance are then drawn. 
The penultimate section (section 4.6) focuses on various relationships among the 
identity variables and the performance variables, with special emphasis on the 
Organisation Identity–Organisational Performance relationships. Additional 
commentary is provided in terms of regression analyses which explore causality in 
the Organisation Identity–Organisational Performance relationship. The chapter 
then concludes with a summary of the results obtained from this empirical study. 
4.2 Procedure and sample characteristics 
In keeping with the planned research approach and methodology, several 
companies were approached to participate in this study. Following several 
meetings, only five eventually committed to the research. In the final analysis, 
however, the participation of only three companies was secured. The participating 
companies are presented as Company 1, Company 2 and Company 3. The 
respondents were from various levels in the organisations and included mixed race 
and gender as well as varying educational levels. A total of 1000 questionnaires 
were sent to a stratified sample of participants within the three companies. A cover 
letter was attached to the questionnaire in addition to pre-briefing sessions by 
relevant managers to the participants. Electronic reminders were also sent to 
participants in an effort to encourage a higher response rate. A total of 274 
questionnaires were returned. This represents a 27.4% return rate. Borg and Gall 
(1989) indicate that if the response rate does not exceed 20%, then it is likely that 
the results of findings of the study can be affected. It would thus appear that the 
response rate obtained in the present study would be acceptable for further analysis 
in terms of the findings. Table 4.1 below provides an indication of the percentage 
response per participating company. 
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Table 4.1: Profile of participating organisations 
Organisation 
Number of 
employees 
targeted 
Actual number of 
respondents 
Response rate 
(%) 
Company 1 150 80 53.3 % 
Company 2 160 155 96.93% 
Company 3 690 39 5.7 % 
Total 1000 274 27.4% 
From Table 4.1, it can be seen that 1000 employees were targeted across three 
companies. For Company 1 there were 80 actual responses, which amount to a 
53.3% response rate. 160 Employees in Company 2 were targeted and 155 actually 
responded –a 96.9% response rate. The weakest response rate was observed for 
Company 3, where 700 employees were targeted and only 39 employees eventually 
participated in the completion of the questionnaire, indicating a dismal 5.7% 
response rate. The reason for this is attributed to the lack of commitment from the 
HR Director in leading and visibly supporting this initiative.  
Of the participants who responded, 27.7% were supervisors, while 21.2% were non-
management staff. The cumulative percentage indicates that 47.5% of the 
responses were at the junior, middle and senior plus executive management level, 
which is almost half of the responses received. One of the reasons that the sample 
was not combined is that the companies are so different from each other, and their 
structures are therefore different. Previous studies, e.g. Van Tonder (1985, 1999) 
and Dutton and Dukerich (1991), combined the sample to arrive at an underlying 
structure. In cross-company studies the effect is that it suppresses the strength of 
the phenomenon and measures an effect/pattern because of the extensive diversity. 
Nevertheless a comparison among the companies is provided further on in this 
chapter. The results therefore become more robust and can be taken as a 
conservative view. Rosenthal and Rosnow (1991) comment that even small 
correlations are significant. In view of the small number of actual responses 
obtained from the participating companies, it was not appropriate to report on the 
reporting levels per company. Consequently, a reporting table indicating the 
reporting levels is presented in Table 4.2 as follows  
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Table 4.2: Profile of reporting level for participating organisations 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Executive Management 12 4.4 4.7 4.7 
Senior Management 37 13.5 14.5 19.2 
Middle Management 51 18.6 20.0 39.2 
Junior Management 21 7.7 8.2 47.5 
Supervisor 76 27.7 29.8 77.3 
Non-management Staff 58 21.2 22.7 100.0 
Total 255 93.1 100.0 
99.9 
 
Missing System 19 6.9   
Response Total 274 100.0   
The next section focuses on the measurement of the Organisation Identity concept, 
which takes into consideration the structural properties of the measurement 
instrument and general observations on the construct, differences in perceptions of 
the participating companies and comparison between the past and present views of 
SoI. 
4.3 Measurement of Organisation Identity 
For this study, Organisation Identity was operationalised as two continuous 
independent variables, namely organisational sense-of-identity (SoI) and 
organisation fact-of-identity (FoI). Organisational sense-of-identity (SoI) was further 
operationalised in terms of how it was perceived in the past and how it is perceived 
in the present. Following the coding and capturing of the data, as collected from the 
administration of the revised OIQ and PI instruments, these variables were 
subjected to a principle axis factoring. In compliance with the stipulated research 
methodology, factor analysis was used for the purposes of primarily reducing the 
large number of items to a smaller number of factors, as well as to select a subset 
of items from a larger set, based on which original variables have the highest 
correlations with the principal component factors.  
 109 
 
Factor analyses were conducted on the data on Past SoI (section 2 of the OIQ), 
Current SoI (section 3 of the OIQ) and FoI (section 4 of the OIQ) respectively, in 
order to establish the structure of Organisation Identity. These sections of the 
questionnaire were in the OIQ (Van Tonder, 1999). As indicated in the research 
methodology chapter, the main purpose of factor analysis is to determine coherent 
subsets of variables that are largely independent of each other (Tabachnick & 
Fidell, 2001, p. 582). For this study this applies to the questionnaire items used to 
establish criterion-related validity for each of the constructs and their related 
variables indicators.  
The internal consistencies (reliabilities) for each scale of all resulting factors were 
tested with the aid of the Cronbach Alpha procedure. Internal consistencies were 
calculated only on those factors that resulted with item loadings greater than 0.3 
and with three or more items. Hair, Anderson, Tathum and Black (1998, p. 118) 
argue that the lower limit for reliability is a Cronbach Alpha of 0.7, although in 
explanatory research, as in the case for this study, it may decrease to 0.6. In this 
study, items that were retained loaded 0.5 and higher on the relevant factor and the 
factor had four or more item loadings that seemed meaningful. An exception that 
was considered was where a factor presented with a smaller group of items, made 
theoretical sense and had a high reliability. These are duly noted. The structural 
properties of the SoI and FoI measurement instruments are discussed in section 
4.3.1 
4.3.1 Structural properties of organisation identity instrument 
An adapted version of the OIQ used in Van Tonder’s (1999) study (see 3.4.2.1) was 
utilised for the current study. These modifications had to improve the limited prior 
testing of the instrument to ensure clarity of the concepts. The questionnaire was 
subsequently revised to include the historical perspective of the SoI in addition to 
the current view of the SoI. This was done in order to accommodate one of the 
conclusions of Van Tonder’s (1999) study, which indicated the dimension of 
endurance of a change in the perception and a performance lag. Through this, new 
empirical information was obtained. Secondly, it generalised the FoI concept in 
terms of specific dimensions which had not been tested previously. The 
questionnaire thus included the descriptor of uniqueness in addition to the three 
existing dimensions of core, enduring and unifying on the FoI variable. 
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Finally the measurement instrument (questionnaire) incorporated the following 
sections: 
Section 1: Biographical Data 
Section 2: Past view of company on SoI 
Section 3: Current view of company on SoI 
Section 4: Current view on features of FoI 
Section 8: PI 
The first step was to factor analyse the data gathered, which was followed by the 
calculation of the internal consistencies for the factors with eigenvalues > 1 on 
these dimensions. The factors, number of items and internal consistencies are 
represented in Table 4.3. Factor definitions are provided in Table 4.6.  
Table 4.3: Internal consistencies for organisation identity factors 
Factor (scale) and Description No. of Items 
Cronbach Alpha 
(α) 
Past SoI 
Factor 2.1: Past Strength and Clarity of Character 19 0.933 
Factor 2.2: Past Organisational Uniqueness 5 0.809 
Factor 2.3: Past Identity Certainty 3 0.564 
Factor 2.4: Past Organisation Unity 5 0.613 
Factor 2.5: Past Organisation Personality Integration 4 0.563 
Current SoI 
Factor 3.1: Strength, Stability and Consistency of Character 22 0.950 
Factor 3.2: Unique and Distinct Organisation 8 0.864 
Factor 3.3: Organisation Personality: Degree of Integration  4 0.567 
FoI : Uniqueness 
Factor 4.1.1: Organisation Capability 9 0.859 
Factor 4.1.2: Strategic Direction 4 0.826 
Factor 4.1.3: Leadership  2 0.887 
Factor 4.1.4: Past Corporate Identity  5 0.750 
FoI : Core 
Factor 4.2.1: Strategic Architecture  8 0.906 
Factor 4.2.2: Organisation Marketplace Identification 7 0.851 
Factor 4.2.3: Core Capability 5 0.825 
FoI : Enduring 
Factor 4.3.1: Historical Organisation Size,    
 Technological and HR capacity 7 0.834 
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Factor 4.3.2: Enduring Values System 4 0.832 
Factor 4.3.3: Organisation Physical and Cultural     
 Recognition 5 0.693 
Factor 4.3.4: Market acknowledgement of Organisation  
 Capability 4 0.592 
   
FoI : Unifying 
Factor 4.4.1: Leadership Role 11 0.937 
Factor 4.4.2: Corporate Identity 5 0.851 
Factor 4.4.3: Market-Related Capability 4  0.647 
 
Note: All relevant factors presented with an eigenvalue > 1.  
Factors 2.1 to 2.5 accounted for 44.93% of the total variance, while Factors 3.1 to 3.3 accounted for 48.44%, 
The variance accounted for by Factors 4.1.1 to 4.1.4 was 51.48%, and Factors 4.2.1 to 4.2.3 was 51.91%. 
Factors 4.3.1 to 4.3.4 was 50.39%, and Factors 4.4.1 to 4.4.3 was 57.89% 
4.3.2 Observations in respect of organisation identity 
As indicated earlier in this chapter, Organisation Identity was operationalised as two 
continuous independent variables, namely SoI and FoI. The preliminary findings of 
the factor analysis indicated that some items for SoI – Past (section 2) as well as for 
SoI – Current (section 3) yielded negative loadings. Factor analysis was 
subsequently run on both sections respectively and these items in each, namely, 
SoI – Historical (section 2) and for SoI – Current (section 3) were subsequently 
reversed and factor analysis rerun. The rerun finally produced positive loadings with 
the reversal of the items. In addition, factor 1 of SoI – Past (section 2) as well as 
factor 1 for SoI – Current (section 3) respectively were subjected to a further factor 
analysis on account of the high number of items that loaded per factor, which, 
following inspection, indicated that further theoretical differentiation was possible. In 
keeping with this procedure the ensuing sections report on general SoI as it was 
perceived in the past and present. This is followed by general observations on FoI.  
4.3.2.1 General observations on SoI 
The organisation’s SoI was researched subjectively, in terms of past and current 
perspectives. General observations are reported. 
Past SoI 
Factor analysis of the past view of SoI yielded seven factors, complying with Kaiser 
criteria, with eigenvalues greater than one. However, the last two factors comprised 
less than three items each with low reliabilities and did not appear meaningful. The 
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factors, descriptions with number of items and respective Cronbach Alphas are 
presented in Table 4.4. 
Table 4.4: Past SoI: factors and descriptions, number of items and reliabilities 
Factor (scale) and descriptions No. of Items 
Cronbach 
Alpha (α) 
Factor 2.1: Past Strength and Clarity of 
Character 19 0.933 
Factor 2.2: Past Organisational Uniqueness 5 0.809 
Factor 2.3: Past Identity Certainty 3 0.564 
Factor 2.4: Past Organisation Unity 5 0.613 
Factor 2.5: Past Organisation Personality 
Integration 4 0.563 
 
Factor 2.1 may be interpreted as Past Strength and Clarity of Character and has 
a reliability of α = 0.933 with 19 items, suggesting that it is an internally consistent 
factor. Inspection of the items revealed that the factor is theoretically sound. Factor 
2.2 was interpreted as Past Organisation Uniqueness had a reliability of α = 
0.809. Factor 2.3, interpreted as Past Identity Certainty, had a slightly weaker 
reliability of α = 0.564 with only three items. Although this factor has a relatively low 
internal consistency, it was retained because it was theoretically clear. Factor 2.4, 
interpreted as Past Organisation Unity, has a reliability of α = 0.613 and Factor 
2.5, interpreted as Past Organisation Personality Integration, presented with a 
reliability of α = 0.563. Once again the reliability is below expectation, but it made 
theoretical sense with factor loadings of 0.350. Definitions of each factor are 
provided in Table 4.6. 
In terms of the factor inter-correlations for past SoI, for immediate recognition it can 
be seen that there are strong correlations among several items of past SoI, the 
strongest being between Past Strength and Clarity of Character and Past 
Organisation Unity (r = 0.654; p < 0.01). Further scrutiny reveals that Past 
Organisational Uniqueness and Past Identity Certainty hold a similar relation with 
Past Strength and Clarity of Character of an Organisation (r = 0.400; p < .01 and (r 
= 0.448; p < 0.01) respectively). Past Organisation Certainty also has a positive 
relationship with Past Organisation Unity (r = 0.425; p < 0.01). 
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Past Strength and Clarity of Character and Past Organisation Personality 
integration are also associated. (r = 0.152; p < 0.05)  
Table 4.5: Inter-correlations among items related to Past SoI 
 
F2_2 Past 
Organisational 
Uniqueness 
F2_3 Past 
Identity 
Certainty 
F2_4 Past 
Organisation 
Unity 
F2_5 Past 
Organisation 
Personality 
Integration 
F2_1Past 
Strength and 
Clarity of 
Character 
.400(**) .448(**) .654(**) .152(*) 
F2_2 Past 
Organisational 
Uniqueness 
 0.094 0.116 -0.115 
F2_3 Past 
Identity 
Certainty 
   0.310(**) 
 
Note: a Consistent with Cohen (1988), correlations of 0.3 and 0.5 are regarded as indicating medium 
and large effects respectively. A correlation in excess of 0.3 was considered practically meaningful 
for the sample and research population engaged in this study. *p < .05. **p < .01.  
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Table 4.6: Factor definitions 
Factor definitions 
Past SoI 
Factor 
Number 
Factor Name Factor Definition 
2.1 Past Strength and Clarity of Character Indicates an organisation that has had a strong sense of identity (was certain as to who and what it 
was) with a foundation of a clear character and consistent conduct and appearance in the past 
2.2 Past Organisational Uniqueness Indicates the distinctiveness and noticeable difference of the organisation from other organisations in 
the past 
2.3 Past Identity Certainty Indicates the conviction of the organisation in who and what it was without the need to search for an 
identity 
2.4 Past Organisation Unity Indicates the ability of the organisation to unite the entire workforce in accordance with an appropriate 
character 
2.5 Past Organisation Personality Integration Indicates the ability of the organisation to integrate different personalities into one that was similar to 
this organisation 
Current SoI 
3.1 Strength, Stability and Consistency of 
Character 
Indicates the current ability of the organisation to consistently demonstrate the clarity and strength of 
knowing who and what it is with conviction 
3.2 Uniqueness and Distinctiveness of the 
Organisation 
Indicates the individuality and noticeable difference of the organisation when compared to other 
similar organisations  
3.3 Organisation Personality: Degree of 
Integration  
Indicates the ability of the organisation to mix different personalities into who or what the organisation 
is. 
FoI : Uniqueness 
4.1.1 Organisation Capability Indicates the ability of the organisation in terms of its technology, services, skills/competencies, 
systems, size, staff, clients, physical location and structure 
4.1.2 Strategic Direction Is determined by the organisation’s unique strategy, mission, values and reputation 
 4.1.3 Leadership  Includes the leadership and management 
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4.1.4 Past Corporate Identity  Indicates the corporate identity of the organisations in terms of its name, logo, colours, slogans, 
culture   
FoI : Core 
4.2.1 Strategic Architecture  Strategy, values, management, leadership, reputation, mission, structure and staff 
4.2.2 Organisation Marketplace Identification Corporate Identity (logo, colours, slogans), name, history, size, culture, image in market place and 
physical location 
4.2.3 Core Capability Systems, technology, skill/competencies, services and clients 
FoI : Enduring 
4.3.1 Historical Organisation Size, Technological 
and HR capacity 
Leadership, management, staff, clients, size, technology and history 
4.3.2 Enduring Values System Values, strategy, reputation and structure 
4.3.3 Organisation Physical and Cultural 
Recognition 
Name, corporate identity (logo, colours, slogans), physical location, mission, and culture 
4.3.4 Market acknowledgement of Organisation 
  Capability 
Services, skills/competence, image in the marketplace and systems 
FoI : Unifying 
4.4.1 Leadership Role Leadership, management, culture, reputation, values, mission, staff, strategy, image in the 
marketplace, structure and staff 
4.4.2 Corporate Identity Name, corporate identity (logo, colours, slogans),size, physical location and history 
4.4.3 Market-Related Capability Systems, technology, skills/competencies and clients 
Organisational Performance 
8.1 Market Agility Market Share (if applicable), Capital Investment, Profits (if Applicable), Diversity of Markets, 
Competitiveness in Markets, Markets Share( if applicable), Expansion of unit, Competitiveness of 
products or services, Staff Levels, Investment, Diversity of products or services, Profits ( if applicable), 
and Financial Resources 
8.2 Employee satisfaction Satisfaction with the leader , Trust in the leaders, Respect for the leader, Acceptance of the leader’s 
influence, Satisfaction with the quality of supervision, Employee empowerment, Satisfaction with 
career development, Warmth and friendliness of working atmosphere, Satisfaction with salary and 
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fringe benefits, Satisfaction with the task and work context, Level of communication, Achievement 
directed attitudes and behaviours, integrity and uniqueness of individual and group 
8.3 Product and Service Orientation Quality of product or service goals, Production or service goals, Quality of work outputs, Task 
Performance, Utilisation of goals and work plans, Cost effectiveness of core unit processes 
8.4 Flexibility and Adaptability of systems, 
products, processes and services 
Flexibility and adaptability of core processes and systems, Flexibility and adaptability of Management 
and Administrative systems, Capability to develop new products or services, Adaptability to change, 
Flexibility and adaptability of unit structure, Versatility of current technology 
8.5 Team Orientation Cohesion in the work group, Harmony, Integration and teamwork, Agreement on core values, 
Consensus regarding the vision and its achievement, Versatility of skill of current staff 
8.6: Quality of Resources Materials Supply, Physical Assets and Resources, Diversity of Staff, Access to high quality staff. 
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Given the strong reliability alpha, as well as the large number of item loadings on 
factor 2.1, it was deemed prudent to run a further factor analysis of this factor in order 
to uncover any further latent dimensions. The resulting analysis, in compliance with 
Kaizer criteria, yielded two factors greater than unity. Factor descriptions, number of 
items and reliabilities are presented in Table 4.7 below: 
Table 4.7: Past SoI: factor analysis on factor 2.1 
Factor (scale) and descriptions No. of Items Cronbach Alpha (α) 
Factor 2.1.1: Historical Clarity of Character/Identity 10 0.895 
Factor 2.1.2: Historical Strength of Character/Identity 9 0.879 
Both resulting factors yield strong reliabilities (α = 0.895 and α = 0.879, respectively), 
interpreted as Historical Clarity of Character/Identity and Historical Strength of 
Character/Identity. Both factors are also well defined, with 10 and nine items loading 
respectively. Moreover, the latent factor structure highlights two distinct dimensions, 
one indicating historical certainty (or clarity) of character/identity and the other the 
historical measure of identity/character as could be indicated by strength, solidarity or 
distinctiveness, among other things, over the years. The following factors from the 
analysis were retained in this study for the past view of SoI and include: 
 Past Strength and Clarity of Character 
 Past Organisational Uniqueness 
 Past Identity Certainty 
 Past Organisation Unity 
 Past Organisation Personality Integration 
Current SoI 
Factor analysis of the current view of SoI indicated five factors with eigenvalues 
greater than one. However factors 4 and 5 were relatively poorly formulated, yielding 
only two items each respectively. Hence acceptable reliabilities were not found on 
these and they were omitted from further research. Subsequently only three factors 
were retained. The factor descriptions, items and Cronbach Alphas are presented in 
Table 4.8. 
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Table 4.8: Current SoI: factors and descriptions, number of items and reliabilities 
Factor (scale) and descriptions No. of Items 
Cronbach Alpha 
(α) 
Factor 3.1: Strength, Stability and Consistency of  
 Character    22 0.950 
Factor 3.2: Uniqueness and Distinctiveness of the  
Organisation 8 0.864 
Factor 3.3: Organisation Personality: Degree of 
 integration  4 0.567 
Factor 3.1 is very well defined, with 22 items and a reliability of α = 0.950. This factor 
is interpreted as Strength, Stability and Consistency of Character. Factor 3.2 is 
also well formulated, with eight items and a Cronbach Alpha α = 0.864, and this 
factor may be interpreted as Unique/Distinct Organisation. Factor 3.3, interpreted 
as Organisation Personality: Degree of Integration, had four items, with a 
Cronbach Alpha α = 0.567, which was not as expected but was retained because it 
was theoretically clear and had factor loadings that were greater than 0.350. 
Inter-correlations among items related to Current SoI indicated only two positive 
correlations among the factors. The strongest was between Strength, Stability and 
Consistency of Character and Uniqueness and Distinctiveness of Organisation (r = 
0.469; p < 0.01. The other was between Strength, Stability and Consistency of 
Character and Organisation Personality: Degree of Integration (r = 0.367; p < 0.01). 
The inter-correlation between Organisation Personality: Degree of Integration and 
Uniqueness and Distinctiveness of Character was not statistically significant (p > 
0.05). The inter-correlations among items related to Current SoI are indicated in 
Table 4.9 as follows.  
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Table 4.9: Inter-correlations among items related to Current SoI  
 
F3_2 Uniqueness and 
Distinctiveness of 
Organisation 
F3_3 Organisation 
Personality: Degree of 
Integration 
F3_1 Strength, Stability 
and Consistency of 
Character 
.469(**) .367(**) 
F3_2 Uniqueness and 
Distinctiveness of 
Organisation 
 -0.108 
 
Note: a Consistent with Cohen (1988), correlations of 0.3 and 0.5 are regarded as indicating medium 
and large effects respectively. A correlation in excess of 0.3 was considered practically meaningful for 
the sample and research population engaged in this study. *p < .05. **p < .01 
Given the high number of items on factor 3.1, this factor was also subjected to further 
factor analysis. This analysis yielded three factors with eigenvalues greater than one. 
Table 4.10 indicates the factor descriptions, number of items and reliabilities. 
Table 4.10: Current SoI: factor analysis on factor 3.1 
Factor (scale) and descriptions 
No. of Items  
 Cronbach Alpha 
(α) 
Factor 3.1.1: Stability of character (current) 9 0.914 
Factor 3.1.2: Unity (current) 9 0.901 
Factor 3.1.3: Strength of character/identity 4 0.770 
Factor 3.1.1 and Factor 3.1.2 both comprised nine items, with reliabilities of α = 0.914 
and α = 0.901 respectively, and may be interpreted as Stability of Character 
(current), and Unity (current) respectively. Factor 3.1.3, interpreted as Strength of 
Identity/Character (current), yielded a reliability of α = 0.770 and comprised four 
items, which made sense and was retained for further analysis.  
The SoI factors that will be commented upon for the purposes of this study include 
those interpreted as:  
a) Strength, Stability and Consistency of Character  
b) Unique/distinct Organisation 
c) Organisation Personality: Degree of Integration 
d) Stability of Character (current) 
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e) Unity (Current) 
f) Strength of Identity/Character (Current). 
This section has provided an overview on the statistical analysis pertaining to the 
past and current views of SoI. Section 4.3.2.2 proceeds with the statistical overview 
on FoI. 
4.3.2.2 General observations on organisational fact-of-identity 
FoI, or the objective identity of the organisation, was researched in terms of the 
organisation as defined by four dimensions: Uniqueness, Core, Unifying and 
Enduring. General observations are reported in terms of each of these. The factor 
analysis per dimension is discussed below.  
Uniqueness Dimension 
The operational definition of Uniqueness refers to the way in which something is 
different when compared with similar objects (its distinctiveness) (see section 
3.4.2.1). For this dimension, four eigenvalues greater than unity are observed. The 
factors were also observed to have good reliabilities. These are described in Table 
4.11 as follows: 
Table 4.11: Uniqueness dimension: factors and descriptions, number of items and 
reliabilities 
Factor (scale) and descriptions No. of Items Cronbach 
Alpha (α) 
Factor 4.1.1: Organisation Capability 9 0.859 
Factor 4.1.2: Strategic Direction 4 0.826 
Factor 4.1.3: Leadership  2 0.887 
Factor 4.1.4: Past Corporate Identity  5 0.750 
Factor 4.1.1 is well defined, with a reliability of 0.859 and nine items, and can be 
identified as Organisation Capability. Factor 4.1.2 is also well determined, with a 
reliability of 0.826 and four items and can be interpreted as Strategic Direction. 
Factor 4.1.3 although with just two items, yielded a high reliability α = 0.887, and it 
made sense to interpret it as Leadership. Factor 4.1.4 is also well determined, with 
five items and a Cronbach Alpha of α = 0.750 and is interpreted as Past Corporate 
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Identity. Organisation Capability, Strategic Direction, Leadership and Past Corporate 
Identity are consequently included as themes that are indicative of those features 
that contribute to the uniqueness of the organisations in this study. Next, features 
that are Core to the organisation are considered.  
Inter-correlations among items related to Uniqueness dimension of FoI are indicated 
in Table 4.12 below. From Table 4.12 below it can be seen that there are several 
positive correlation between items of the dimension of uniqueness. The strongest 
inter-correlation is observed to be between Capability and Strategic Direction (r = 
0.687; p < 0.01). Similarly there is a positive correlation between Capability and 
Leadership (r = 0.627; p < 0.01). Strategic Direction is also positively correlated with 
Past Corporate identity (r = 0.621; p < 0.01). Strategic Direction and Leadership were 
also positively correlated (r = 0.554; p < 0.01) as was Capability and Past Corporate 
Identity (r = 0.572; p < 0.01). A positive correlation is also observed between 
Leadership and Past Corporate Identity (r = 0.485; p < 0.01). 
Table 4.12: Inter-correlations among items related to Uniqueness dimension of FoI 
 F4_1_2 
Strategic 
Direction 
F4_1_3 
Leadership 
F4_1_4 Past 
Corporate 
Identity 
F4_1_1 Capability .687(**) .627(**) .571(**) 
F4_1_2 Strategic Direction 
 .554(**) .621(**) 
F4_1_3 Leadership 
  .485(**) 
 
Note: a Consistent with Cohen (1988), correlations of 0.3 and 0.5 are regarded as indicating medium 
and large effects respectively. A correlation in excess of 0.3 was considered practically meaningful for 
the sample and research population engaged in this study. *p < .05. **p < .01 
Core Dimension 
‘Core features’ have been described as the essential/essence or main element of 
something – those qualities that are at the ‘heart’ of the organisation (see section 
3.4.2.1). The analysis on this dimension indicated several significant factors with 
eigenvalues greater than one. The three factors had significant loadings and high 
reliabilities. The factors, descriptions, number of items and reliabilities are presented 
in Table 4.13 as follows.  
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Table 4.13: Core dimension: factors and descriptions, number of items and 
reliabilities 
Factor (scale) and descriptions No. of Items Cronbach 
Alpha (α) 
Factor 4.2.1: Strategic Architecture  8 0.906 
Factor 4.2.2: Organisation Marketplace 
 Identification 7 0.851 
Factor 4.2.3: Core Capability 5 0.825 
It can be noted that Factor 4.2.1 had eight loadings and α = 0.906 and may be 
identified as the organisation’s Strategic Architecture. Factor 4.2.2 had seven items 
and α = 0.851 and may be described as Organisation Marketplace Identification. 
Factor 4.2.3 may be described as the organisation’s Core Capability, with five items 
and α = 0.825. In terms of factors that are core, i.e. essential to the organisation, 
themes such as Strategic Architecture, Organisation Marketplace Identification and 
Core Capability have been revealed as important in this particular sample. The next 
paragraph will consider those organisation features that are deemed to endure over 
time. 
Inter-correlations among items related to the Core dimension of FoI revealed three 
relatively strong positive correlations between the items. The strongest inter-
correlation is observed between Strategic Architecture and Core Capability (r = 
0.734; p < 0.01). An almost equally strong correlation is observed between Strategic 
Architecture and Organisation Marketplace Identification (r = 0.731; p < 0.01). 
Organisation Marketplace Identification also correlated positively to Core Capability (r 
= 0.641; p < 0.01). The inter-correlations are tabled in Table 4.14: below. 
Table 4.14: Inter-correlations among items related to the Core dimension of FoI  
 F4_2_2 Organisation 
Marketplace Identification 
F4_2_3 Core 
Capability 
F4_2_1 Strategic Architecture .731(**) .734(**) 
F4_2_2 Organisation 
Marketplace Identification 
 .641(**) 
 
Note: a Consistent with Cohen (1988), correlations of 0.3 and 0.5 are regarded as indicating medium 
and large effects respectively. A correlation in excess of 0.3 was considered practically meaningful for 
the sample and research population engaged in this study. *p < .05. **p < .01 
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Enduring Dimension 
‘Enduring features’ have been described as something that had always been present 
(for as long as one can remember) and have not been affected by time or changed 
circumstances (see section 3.4.2.1). Factor analysis of this dimension showed four 
eigenvalues greater than the unity. Hence there were four factors with significant 
loadings. The factor names, number of items and reliabilities are presented in Table 
4.15 below. 
 
Table 4.15: Enduring dimension: factors and descriptions, number of items and 
reliabilities 
Factor (scale) and descriptions No. of Items Cronbach Alpha 
(α) 
Factor 4.3.1: Historical Organisation Size, Technological 
 and HR capacity 7 0.834 
Factor 4.3.2: Enduring Values System 4 0.832 
Factor 4.3.3: Organisation Physical and Cultural  
 Recognition 5 0.693 
Factor 4.3.4: Marketplace Recognition of Organisation 
 Capability 4 0.592 
Factor 4.3.1, with seven items and a reliability of α = 0.834, may be identified as 
Historical Organisational Size, Technological and HR Capacity. Factor 4.3.2 had 
four loadings with a reliability of α = 0.832 and may be described as Enduring 
Values System and Factor 4.3.3 had five items with a reliability of α = 0.693 and 
may be described as Organisation Physical and Cultural Recognition. Factor 
4.3.4 had four items with a reliability of α = 0.592 and may be described as 
Marketplace Recognition of Organisation Capability, which was lower than 
expected but made sense and had factor loadings greater than 0.350. Themes such 
as Historical Organisational Size, Technological and HR Capacity, Organisation 
Enduring Values System, Organisation Physical and Cultural Recognition, 
Marketplace Recognition of Organisation Capability, are thus identified as those 
features that are deemed to be unaffected over time or changed circumstances. The 
next paragraph considers features that are Unifying. 
Several significant positive inter-correlations were also observed on the Enduring 
dimension of FoI as indicated in Table 4.16 below, From Table 4.16 below it can be 
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seen that the strongest inter-correlation for Endurance was observed between 
Organisation Enduring Values System and Organisation Recognition Capacity (r = 
0.662; p < 0.01). Organisation Enduring Values System also correlated positively to 
Enduring Resources Profile (r = 0.622; p < 0.01). Enduring Resources Profile also 
correlated significantly and positively with Marketplace Recognition of Organisation (r 
= 0.5262; p < 0.01). . Organisation Values system had positive correlation with 
Marketplace Recognition of Organisation (r = 0.497 p < 0.01) and Enduring 
Resources Profile correlated positively with Organisation Recognition Capacity (r = 
0.448; p < 0.01). The weakest, though still significant, correlation was observed 
between Organisation Recognition Capacity and Marketplace Recognition of 
Organisation (r = 0.393; p < 0.01) 
Table 4.16: Inter-correlations among items related to Endurance dimension of FoI  
 
F4_3_2 Organisation 
Enduring Values 
System 
F4_3_3 Organisation 
Recognition Capacity 
F4_3_4  
Marketplace 
recognition 
of 
Organisation  
F4_3_1 Enduring 
Resources Profile 
.622(**) .448(**) .526(**) 
F4_3_2 
Organisation 
Enduring Values 
System 
 .662(**) .497(**) 
F4_3_3 
Organisation 
Recognition 
Capacity 
  .393(**) 
 
Note: a Consistent with Cohen (1988), correlations of 0.3 and 0.5 are regarded as indicating medium 
and large effects respectively. A correlation in excess of 0.3 was considered practically meaningful for 
the sample and research population engaged in this study. *p < .05. **p < .01 
 
Unifying Dimension 
In terms of the operational definition, those features that have the ability to bind or 
bring something together as a single unit are considered to be unifying (see section 
3.4.2.1). The loadings and reliabilities on each of the factors of the descriptor of 
Unifying were good. Factor 4.4.1 had 11 loadings with a reliability α = 0.937 and may 
be translated as Leadership Role, while Factor 4.4.2 had five items, with a 
Cronbach Alpha α = 0.851 and may be represented as Corporate Identity. Factor 
4.4.3, which may be referred to as Market-Related Capability, has a Cronbach 
Alpha α = 0.647. Details on the unifying dimension are presented in Table 4.17: 
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Table 4.17: Unifying dimension: factors and descriptions, number of items and 
reliabilities 
Factor (scale) and descriptions No. of Items Cronbach Alpha(α) 
Factor 4.4.1: Leadership Role 11 0.937 
Factor 4.4.2: Corporate Identity 5 0.851 
Factor 4.4.3: Market-Related Capability 4  0.647 
Section 4.3.2.1 and Section 4.3.2.2 reported on the factors that constituted SoI 
(past and current) and FoI respectively and took account of considerations such 
as scale reliabilities and theoretical meaningfulness. In some instances factors 
were retained because of the factor loadings.  
In terms of inter-correlations for the unifying dimension of FoI, only three 
significant inter-correlations were observed and they were all positive, namely 
between Leadership Role and Corporate Identity (r = 0.745; p < 0.01), between 
Leadership role and Market-Related Capability (r = 0.599; p < 0.01) and 
between Corporate Identity and Market-Related Capability (r = 0.490; p < 0.01). 
The inter-correlations are indicated in Table 4.18 below. 
Table 4.18: Inter-correlations among items related to Unifying dimension of FoI  
 
F4_4_2 Corporate Identity F4_4_3 Market-Related 
Capability 
F4_4_1 Leadership Role .745(**) .599(**) 
F4_4_2 Corporate Identity 
   .490(**) 
 
Note: a Consistent with Cohen (1988), correlations of 0.3 and 0.5 are regarded as indicating 
medium and large effects respectively. A correlation in excess of 0.3 was considered practically 
meaningful for the sample and research population engaged in this study. *p < .05. **p < .01 
In the preceding sections emphasis was placed on providing a report on the 
statistical findings of the factor analyses on the two continuous independent 
variables of this study, namely SoI (past and present) and FoI. This was 
achieved by reporting the factor analysis, reliabilities and inter-correlations 
among the respective factors for each variable. In the following section the SoIs 
for the participating companies are compared. The discussion on the statistical 
findings is contained in Chapter Five. The next section reports on how the 
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participating companies compare in terms of SoI and FoI, with a specific focus 
on whether any differences are observable at an empirical level. 
4.3.2.3 Organisation Identity and participating companies 
This section reports on how the Organisation Identity concept would compare across 
companies. Analyses of variances were completed in order to establish whether the 
obtained results in terms of SoI and FoI were significantly different among the 
participating companies. The effect size of the statistical significant differences was 
also considered using Cohen’s D in order to determine whether these differences 
would be differences of practical concern. Cohen’s d practical significance tests are 
limited in the information they provide readers about results, and effect sizes can be 
useful when evaluating result importance. One of the key motivating factors of this 
was to obtain a clearer view of the relationship within the groups. Effect size will also 
encourage viewing these results in the context of previous research by facilitating the 
incorporation of the results into future meta-analysis. The size of the effect is 
considered in terms of small, medium and large. For Cohen's d an effect size of 0.20 
to 0.30 might be a ‘small’ effect, around 0.50 a ‘medium’ effect and 0.8 to 1.0 a ‘large’ 
effect (Cohen, 1988). The comparative analysis is reported firstly on SOI and 
secondly FOI.  
SoI 
SoI was researched in terms of past SoI and current SoI. As such the comparative 
analysis among the companies is provided accordingly. Statistical analyses on past 
SoI indicated statistically significant differences between all three participating 
organisations, namely Company 1, Company 2 and Company 3 on several factors. In 
several instances these differences were also observed to be practically significant. 
The Anovas, Post Hocs and Cohen’s d are summarised in Table 4.19 below. This is 
followed by the relevant report. 
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Table 4.19: Past SoI : Differences among companies 
Factor and 
description 
 
Company 
Valid N Mean Std Dev df F 
p-
value 
Company 
i 
Company 
j 
p-value 
Cohen's 
d 
Practical 
Significance 
(Y/N) 
F2_1 Past Strength 
and Clarity of 
Character 
1 67 3.216 0.76 
2; 219 46.27 0.000 
1 2 0.000 0.93 Y 
2 125 3.758 0.46   3 0.000 0.74 N 
3 30 2.653 0.77 2 3 0.000 2.07 Y 
F2_2 Past 
Organisational 
Uniqueness 
1 74 3.384 0.80 
2; 253 14.34 0.000 
1 2 0.000 0.16 N 
2 143 3.897 3.90 
 
3 0.026 0.16 N 
3 39 3.744 3.74 2 3 0.450 0.04 N 
F2_3 3 Past Identity 
Certainty 
1 76 2.728 0.80 
2; 258 5.99 0.003 
1 2 0.568 0.15 N 
2 146 2.840 0.69   3 0.058 0.44 N 
3 39 2.376 0.83 2 3 0.003 0.64 N 
F2_4 Past 
Organisation Unity 
1 76 2.424 0.60 
2; 251 29.45 0.000 
1 2 0.014 0.41 N 
2 139 2.653 0.54 
 
3 0.000 0.94 Y 
3 39 1.897 0.46 2 3 0.000 1.45 Y 
F2_5 Past 
Organisation 
Personality 
Integration 
1 75 2.377 0.59 
2; 256 6.83 0.001 
1 2 0.203 0.27 N 
2 146 2.533 0.58   3 0.135 0.37 N 
3 38 2.132 0.77 2 3 0.002 0.64 N 
 
 
Note:  aSources the retained components from factor analysis (see Table 4.4). b Cohen’s D (index of effect size) is considered small when ranging between .20 and .30, medium when between .50 and 
.80, and large when equal to .80 and above (cf. Cohen, 1988; Rosenthal & Rosnow, 1991). An effect size of d = .80 is generally considered practically meaningful. An alpha level of .05 was used.
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The ANOVAs for past SoI revealed significant differences among the participating 
companies in their perceptions of past SoI. For immediate recognition, from Table 
4.19, the greatest difference among the participating organisations is observed for 
factor 2.1, interpreted as Past Strength and Clarity of Character F (2, 219) = 46.270; 
p = 0.000). Company 2 (M = 3.758, SD = 0.461) had a significantly stronger 
perception of Past Strength and Clarity of Character. Company 3 (M = 2.653, SD = 
0.774) had a weaker perception of Past Strength and Clarity of character as opposed 
to Company 2 and Company 3, while Company 1(M = 3.216, SD = 0.760) perception 
of Past Strength and Clarity of Character was the weakest.  
In terms of the definition of Past Strength and Clarity of Character, these statistics 
indicate that for each company the perception of the organisation’s sense of identity, 
solidarity and consistency with which it views its conduct and appearance is different. 
Companies 1 and 3, for instance, had a weaker perception of their sense of identity, 
solidarity and consistency with which they view their conduct and appearance, while 
Company 2 perceived the sense of identity, solidarity and consistency with which it 
views its conduct and appearance as strong. The effect size for Past Strength and 
Clarity of Character among the participating companies is also observed to be large. 
This indicates that the difference observed makes practical sense. A similar effect 
size is also observed for Past Organisation Unity, indicating that the differences 
observed between Company 2 and Company 3 and between Company 1 and 
Company 3 are practically significant. 
Factor F2_4, interpreted as Past Organisation Unity F (2, 251) = 29,447; p = 0.000), 
and Factor F2_2, interpreted as Past Organisational Uniqueness F (2, 253) = 14.338; 
p = 0.000), also indicated significant differences among the three participating 
companies. The weakest difference for past SoI is observed for F2_5 Past 
Organisation Personality Integration F (2, 256) = 6.83; p = 0.001), which also 
suggests that the way in which different personalities are integrated within each 
organisation is different. However, the effect size for F2_5 Past Organisation 
Personality Integration is considered small, suggesting minimal practical significance 
of this factor. The means are represented graphically in Figure 4.1 below. 
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Figure 4.1: Past SoI: differences among companies 
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SoI (current) 
Significant differences among the participating companies were observed on all three 
factors of SoI (current). The means of the participating organisations are represented 
graphically in Figure 4.3, where it can immediately be seen that the greatest 
difference among companies in terms of SoI (current) is observed for Factor F3_1, 
interpreted as Strength, Stability and Consistency of Character (F (2; 220) = 38.226; 
p = 0.000). (Refer to Table 4.20 for a summary of statistical analyses.) Company 2 
(M = 3.310; p = 0.000) indicated stronger perceptions of its current strength, stability 
and consistency of character than Company 1 (M = 2.761; p = 0.000) and Company 
3 (M = 2.372; p = 0.000). The practical significance was observed to be in the 
medium to large effect size range. Further examination of Table 4.20 indicates that 
although a significant difference was observed for F3_2 Unique/Distinct Organisation 
(F (2; 251) = 11.885; p = 0.000), significant differences in means among the 
participating companies were observed only between Company 1 (M = 3.281, SD = 
0.672) and Company 2 (M = 3.714; SD = 0.609), indicating that these companies 
reported being distinctively different from each other.  
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Table 4.20: SoI (current): Differences among companies 
Factor and 
description 
Company Valid N Mean Std Dev df F 
p-
value 
Company 
i 
Company 
j 
p-value 
Cohen's 
d 
Practical 
Significance 
(Y/N) 
F3_1 Stength, 
Stability and 
Consisency of 
Character 
1 68 2.761 0.67 
2; 220 38.23 0.000 
1 2 0.000 0.94 Y 
2 122 3.310 0.53 
 
3 0.012 0.56 N 
3 33 2.372 0.75 2 3 0.000 1.60 Y 
F3_2 Uniqueness 
and 
Distinctiveness of 
the Organisation 
1 76 3.281 0.67 
2; 251 11.89 0.000 
1 2 0.000 0.14 N 
2 139 3.714 3.71   3 0.600 0.19 N 
3 39 3.410 0.73 2 3 0.036 0.09 N 
F3_3 Organisation 
Personality: 
Degree of 
Integration 
1 78 2.362 0.54 
2; 259 5.77 0.004 
1 2 0.137 0.28 N 
2 145 2.531 0.63 
 
3 0.328 0.32 N 
3 39 2.186 0.60 2 3 0.007 0.55 N 
 
Note: a Factors are retained from the factor analysis (see Table 4.7). b Cohen’s d (index of effect size) is considered small when ranging between .20 and 
.50, medium when between .50 and .80, and large when equal to .80 and above (cf. Cohen, 1988). An effect size of d = .80 is generally considered 
practically meaningful. An alpha level of .05 was used. 
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Figure 4.2.: SoI (current): differences among companies 
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FoI 
This section reports on the comparative analysis between the participating 
companies on FoI. This variable was researched in terms of four dimensions, 
namely, Uniqueness, Core, Enduring and Unifying. The statistical analyses indicating 
the variances in performance for FoI (Unique features) comprising the Descriptives, 
ANOVAs and Post Hocs are represented in Table 4.21 below. Cohen’s d has also 
been calculated in order to determine the practical significance of these relationships. 
Unique dimension 
Significant statistical and practical differences were observed among the participating 
companies on the Uniqueness dimension. All companies were observed to be 
significantly different on the respective factors. The greatest difference was observed 
for Factor 4.1.2, interpreted as Strategic Direction (F (2; 220) = 42.388; p = 0.000). 
For Factor 4_1_1, interpreted as Organisation Capability, Company 3 (M = 3.174; SD 
= 0.809) was significantly different from that of Company 1 (M = 2.727; SD = 0.646). 
The effect sizes were large, ranging between (d = 0.64 and d = 1.50). Statistically 
significant differences were observed among all three companies. Factor F4_1_3, 
interpreted as Leadership, was also observed to be different among the participating 
companies (F (2;266) = 20.086; p = 0.000), and the Cohen’s d indicated that these 
differences were of medium to large practical significance. Factor F4_1_4, 
interpreted as Past Corporate Identity, also recorded statistically significant 
differences (F (2;263) = 25.318; p = 0.000) and practically significant effect sizes 
(large) between Companies 1(M = 2.718 ; SD = 0.620) and 2 (M = 2.121; SD = 
0.584) and 1 (M = 2.718 ; SD = 0.620) and 3 (M = 2.210 ; SD = 0.670) and no 
variances between Companies 2 and 3. Factor 4_1_2 recorded the greatest 
difference (F (2; 220) = 42.388; p = 0.000). A graphical view of the comparative 
analysis for uniqueness is illustrated in Figure 4.3. 
Practical significance of the differences between companies was also observed on all 
the uniqueness factors. For the factor Organisation Capability and for the factor 
Strategic Direction, practically significant differences were observed between 
Company 1 and Company 2 as well as between Company 2 and Company 3. The 
Leadership factor was only observed to have practical significance between 
Companies 2 and 3, while Past Corporate identity showed practically significant 
differences between Companies 1 and 2 and between Companies 1 and 3. 
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Table 4.21: FoI (Uniqueness): Differences among companies 
Factor and 
description 
 
Company 
Valid N Mean Std Dev Df F 
p-
value 
Company 
i 
Company 
j 
p-value 
Cohen's 
d 
Practical 
Significance 
(Y/N) 
F4_1_1 
Organisation 
Capability 
1 79 2.727 0.65 
2; 258 40.07 0.000 
1 2 0.000 0.83 Y 
2 143 2.225 0.58   3 0.002 0.64 N 
3 39 3.174 0.81 2 3 0.000 1.50 Y 
F4_1_2 Strategic 
Direction 
1 77 2.818 0.78 
2; 262 42.39 0.000 
1 2 0.000 1.12 Y 
2 149 2.084 0.58 
 
3 0.337 0.24 N 
3 39 3.026 0.98 2 3 0.000 1.37 Y 
F4_1_3 Leadership 
1 80 2.850 0.99 
2; 266 20.09 0.000 
1 2 0.001 0.55 N 
2 150 2.310 0.96   3 0.031 0.49 N 
3 39 3.372 1.18 2 3 0.000 1.05 Y 
F4_1_4 Past 
Corporate Identity 
1 78 2.718 0.62 
2; 263 25.32 0.000 
1 2 0.000 1.00 Y 
2 149 2.121 0.58 
 
3 0.000 0.80 Y 
3 39 2.210 0.67 2 3 0.716 0.15 N 
 
  
 
Note: aFactors are the retained components from PC analysis (see Table 4.10). b Cohen’s d (index of effect size) is considered small when ranging 
between .20 and .50, medium when between .50 and .80, and large when equal to .80 and above (cf. Cohen, 1988). An effect size of d = .80 is generally 
considered practically meaningful. An alpha level of .05 was used. 
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Figure 4.3: FoI (uniqueness): differences among companies 
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Core dimension 
In terms of core features or the elements which are at the heart of the organisations, 
all factors were observed to be significantly different among the participating 
companies. The greatest difference was observed for factor F 4_2_1, interpreted as 
Strategic Architecture, (F (2; 256) = 36.828; p = 0.000). Company 3 (M = 3.026; SD = 
1.022) had significantly stronger views of its strategic architecture compared to 
Companies 2 ((M = 2.037; SD = 0.550) and 3 (M = 2.473; SD = 0.645). For factor 
F4_2_2, interpreted as Organisation Marketplace Identification (F (2; 256) = 36.828; 
p = 0.000), Company 1 (M = 2.835 ; SD = 0.687) was observed to have the strongest 
view as far as its corporate identity, name, history, size, culture, image in the 
marketplace and physical location were concerned. The effect size, however, was 
very small (d = 0.10). For Factor F4_2_3, interpreted as Core Capability (F (2; 264) = 
13,439; p = 0.000), Company 3 (M = 2.713; SD = 0.981) was observed to have the 
strongest view on its systems, technology, skills/competencies, services and clients. 
The statistics are illustrated in Table 4.22 below.  
Practical significance was also observed for factors of the Core dimension. Large 
practically significant differences were observed between Company 2 and Company 
3 for the Strategic Architecture factor. Organisation Marketplace Identification was 
observed to practically differentiate between Company 1 and Company 2 as well as 
between Company 2 and Company 3, while a large practical significance was 
observed on Core capability between Company [?] and Company 3. 
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Table 4.22: FoI (Core): Differences among companies 
Factor and 
description 
 
Company 
Valid N Mean Std Dev df F 
p-
value 
Company 
i 
Company 
j 
p-value 
Cohen's 
d 
Practical 
Significance 
(Y/N) 
F4_2_1 Strategic 
Architecture 
1 73 2.473 0.65 
2; 256 36.83 0.000 
1 2 0.000 0.74 N 
2 147 2.037 0.55   3 0.000 0.69 N 
3 39 3.026 1.02 2 3 0.000 1.46 Y 
F4_2_2 Organisation 
Marketplace 
Identification 
1 78 2.835 0.69 
2; 262 32.99 0.000 
1 2 0.000 1.06 Y 
2 148 2.152 0.62 
 
3 0.865 0.10 N 
3 39 2.766 0.75 2 3 0.000 0.95 Y 
F4_2_3 Core 
Capability 
1 78 2.195 0.67 
2; 264 13.44 0.000 
1 2 0.411 0.20 N 
2 150 2.065 0.62   3 0.001 0.66 N 
3 39 2.713 0.98 2 3 0.000 0.92 Y 
 
 
Note: a Factors are the retained components from PC analysis (see Table 4.11). b Cohen’s d (index of effect size) is considered small when ranging between 
.20 and .50, medium when between .50 and .80, and large when equal to .80 and above (cf. Cohen, 1988). An effect size of d = .80 is generally considered 
practically meaningful. An alpha level of .05 was used. 
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Figure 4.4: FoI (core): differences among companies 
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Enduring dimension 
From Figure 4.5 it can immediately be seen that differences among the participating 
companies exist for organisational features that are enduring. For immediate 
recognition, the greatest difference is observed for factor F4_3_2, interpreted as 
Enduring Values System (F(2;262) = 56.241; p = 0.000). For this factor, Company 1 
(M = 3.013; SD = 0.727) indicated having the strongest view of an enduring values 
system. From Figure 4.5 it can also be observed that Company 1 generally had a 
stronger view on enduring features. The statistical analyses are presented in Table 
4.23 below.  
Although differences among the companies were all statistically significant, practical 
significance was only observed for Enduring Values system (between Company 1 
and Company 2 and between Company 2 and Company 3) and Organisation 
Physical and Cultural Recognition (between Company 1 and Company 2 and 
between Company 1 and Company 3. 
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Table 4.23: FoI (Enduring): Differences among companies 
Factor and 
description 
 
Company 
Valid N Mean Std Dev df F 
p-
value 
Company 
i 
Company 
j 
p-value 
Cohen's 
d 
Practical 
Significance 
(Y/N) 
F4_3_1 Historical 
Organisation Size, 
Technological and 
HR capacity 
1 77 2.683 0.75 
2; 259 9.21 0.000 
1 2 0.001 0.56 N 
2 151 2.297 0.66 
 
3 1.000 0.00 N 
3 37 2.683 0.88 2 3 0.015 0.54 N 
F4_3_2 Enduring 
Values System 
1 77 3.013 0.73 
2; 262 56.24 0.000 
1 2 0.000 1.51 Y 
2 151 2.048 0.59   3 0.512 0.20 N 
3 37 2.851 0.99 2 3 0.000 1.17 Y 
F4_3_3 
Organisation 
Physical and 
Cultural 
Recognition 
1 78 2.949 0.73 
2; 264 30.57 0.000 
1 2 0.000 1.07 Y 
2 151 2.086 0.85 
 
3 0.000 0.91 Y 
3 38 2.295 0.70 2 3 0.352 0.25 N 
F4_3_4 
Marketplace 
recognition of 
Organisation 
Capability 
1 78 2.510 0.72 
2; 263 3.25 0.040 
1 2 0.105 0.30 N 
2 150 2.247 0.95   3 0.970 0.05 N 
3 38 2.553 0.89 2 3 0.164 0.33 N 
 
 
  
Note: aFactors are the retained components from factor analysis (see Table 4.13). b Cohen’s d (index of effect size) is considered small when ranging between .20 and .50, medium 
when between .50 and .80, and large when equal to .80 and above (cf. Cohen, 1988). An effect size of d = .80 is generally considered practically meaningful.  
An alpha level of .05 was used. 
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Figure 4.5: FoI (enduring): differences among companies 
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Unifying descriptor 
In terms of features that helped unify the organisation, all companies reported being 
significantly different from each other, in terms of Leadership Role (refer to Figure 
4.6). The strongest difference among the participating companies is observed for 
factor F4_4_2, interpreted as Corporate Identity (F (2; 258) = 38.919; p = 0.000). The 
differences are only significant between Company 1 (M = 2.953, SD = 0.795) and 
Company 2 (M = 2.173, SD = 0.614); and between Company 3 (M = 2.947, SD = 
0.847) and Company 2 (M = 2.173, SD = 0.614). Significant differences for factor 
F4_4_1, interpreted as Leadership Role, were also observed. (F (2; 256) = 30.836; p 
= 0.000). On this factor, Company 3 (M = 3.050, SD = 0.894 indicated the strongest 
view on the role of their leadership. The statistical analysis is presented in Table 
4.24. 
The practical significance size effect was large for Leadership Profile and for 
Corporate Identity. A large practical significance was observed between Company 2 
and Company 3 for Leadership Profile. The practical significance observed for 
Corporate Identity between Companies 1 and 2 and between Companies 2 and 3 
was also large.  
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Table 4.24: FoI (Unifying): Differences among companies 
Factor and 
description 
 
Company 
Valid N Mean Std Dev df F 
p-
value 
Company 
i 
Company 
j 
p-value 
Cohen's 
d 
Practical 
Significance 
(Y/N) 
F4_4_1 Leadership 
Profile 
1 75 2.612 0.77 
2; 256 30.84 0.000 
1 2 0.000 0.73 N 
2 146 2.123 0.61 
 
3 0.008 0.54 N 
3 38 3.050 0.89 2 3 0.000 1.37 Y 
F4_4_2 Corporate 
Identity 
1 77 2.953 0.80 
2; 258 38.92 0.000 
1 2 0.000 1.14 Y 
2 146 2.173 0.61   3 0.999 0.01 N 
3 38 2.947 0.85 2 3 0.000 1.16 Y 
F4_4_3 Market-
Related Capability 
1 76 2.490 0.79    1 2 0.208 0.25 N 
2 148 2.253 1.03 2; 258 2.79 0.063 1 3 0.859 0.13 N 
3 37 2.595 0.85    2 3 0.147 0.34 N 
 
 
  
Note: aFactors are the retained components from PC analysis (see Table 4.13). b Cohen’s d (index of effect size) is considered small when ranging between .20 
and .50, medium when between .50 and .80, and large when equal to .80 and above (cf. Cohen, 1988). An effect size of d = .80 is generally considered 
practically meaningful. An alpha level of .05 was used. 
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Figure 4.6: FoI (unifying): differences among companies 
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4.3.3 The relationship between past SoI and current SoI 
SoI was researched in terms of past and present perceptions. The questionnaire 
comprised similar items in researching the past and present perspectives. Following 
statistical analyses, both perspectives had themes that were concluded in terms of 
how the respondents perceived the questions posed. For the past perspective (see 
Table 4.4) the following factors are included:  
 Past Strength and Clarity of Character 
 Past Organisation Uniqueness 
 Past Identity Certainty 
 Past Organisation Unity 
 Past Organisation Personality Integration 
For the current perspective (see Table 4.7), the following factors are included: 
 Strength, Stability and Consistency of Character 
 Unique and Distinct Organisation 
 Organisation Personality: Degree of integration  
A correlation analysis was conducted to observe the nature of the relationship 
between these variables and to identify any overlapping themes that may be 
prevalent. Consistent with the statistical procedure and in addition to statistical 
significance, Cohen’s (1988) cut-off points in terms of the correlation coefficient are 
also recognised as practically significant (independent of the direction of the 
relationship). The correlation matrix is illustrated in Table 4.25 below.  
From Table 4.25, strong correlations are observed between Past Strength and 
Clarity of Character and Strong, Stable and Consistent Character (r = .530**; p < 
0.01) and Past Strength and Clarity of Character and Unique and Distinct 
Organisation (r = .355**; p < 0.01). Past Organisational Uniqueness also correlated 
strongly with Unique and Distinct Organisation (r = .575**; p < 0.01). Past 
Organisational Uniqueness had an inverse relationship with Organisation and 
Personality Integration (r = -.234**; p < 0.01). The correlations between Past Identity 
Certainty and the factors for the current perspective were relatively weak, while the 
correlation between Past Organisational Unity and Strong Stable and Consistent 
Character was relatively strong (r = .411**; p < 0.01) 
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Table 4.25: The relationship between past SoI and current SoI 
Factor Name 
F3_1 
Strength 
Stability and 
Consistency 
of Character 
F3_2 Unique 
and Distinct 
Organisation 
F3_3 Organisation 
Personality: Degree of 
Integration 
F2_1Past Strength and 
Clarity of Character .530
**
 .355**  
F2_2 Past Organisational 
Uniqueness .173
*
 .575** -.234** 
F2_3 Past Identity 
Certainty   .147
*
 
F2_4 Past Organisation 
Unity .411
**
 .202** .255** 
F2_5 Past Organisation 
Personality Integration  -.152
*
 .358** 
 
Note: aConsistent with Cohen (1988), correlations of 0.3 and 0.5 are regarded as indicating medium and 
large effects respectively. A correlation in excess of 0.3 was considered practically meaningful for the sample 
and research population engaged in this study. *p < .05. **p < .01.  
4.3.4 Interrelatedness of SoI and FoI 
SoI and FoI have been presented as key components of Organisation Identity, 
which, although conceptualised as different forms of identity in terms of how they 
are measured, are nonetheless related. In order to determine the interrelatedness of 
the SoI and FoI constructs, a correlation analysis between them was conducted 
between past SoI and FoI and current SoI and FoI. Several significant correlations 
observed between past SoI and FoI are reported below. 
Past SoI 
Whereas several factors of past SoI were observed to correlate statistically 
significantly with factors of FoI, the strongest correlation was observed between 
F2_1 Past Strength and Clarity of Character and a feature from the Core descriptor, 
namely, Strategic Architecture (r = 0.617; p < 0.05). (Refer to Table 4.26 below.) 
The remaining factors on the Core descriptor namely, 4.2.2 Organisation 
Marketplace Identification and 4.2.3 Core Capability were also observed to have 
large effects: r = 0.501; p < 0.05 and r = 0.448; p < 0.05 respectively. F2_1 Past 
Strength and Clarity of Character also had strong correlations (medium to large 
effect) with features that were unifying, namely 4.1.1 Capability (r = 0.456; p < 0.05) 
and 4.1.3 Strategic Direction (r = 0.523; p < 0.05).  
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The strongest correlation on features that were Enduring on FoI was F4_3_2 
Organisation Enduring Values System (r = 0.457; p < 0.05) with F2_1 Past Strength 
and Clarity of Character. F2_1 Past Strength and Clarity of Character was also 
observed to have strong, large effect correlations with features that were unifying. 
The Pearson product moment correlations with the FoI factor F4_4_1 Leadership 
Role was r = 0.593; p < 0.05 and for factor F4_4_2 Corporate Identity was observed 
to be r = 0.542; p < 0.05. Medium effects were observed between F2_2 Past 
Organisational Uniqueness and F4_1_2 Strategic Direction, F4_1_3 Leadership, 
F4_1_4 Past Corporate Identity and F4_4_2 Corporate Identity (r = 0.353; p < 0.05). 
Current SoI  
Statistically significant and medium to large effect size correlations were observed 
between current SoI and FoI. The strongest correlations were observed between 
F3_1 Strong Stable and Consistent Character and all the factors of the dimensions 
of FoI and between F3_2 Unique and Distinct Organisation and all the factors of the 
dimensions of FoI (refer to Table 4.20 below) with the strongest correlation 
observed to be between the factor F4_4_1 Leadership Role of the unifying 
descriptor of FoI and F3_1 Strong Stable and Consistent Character. (r = 0.749; p < 
0.05). There was only one significant correlation with a very small effect size 
between F3_3 Integrated Organisation Personality and FoI Factors F4_4_1 
Leadership Role (r = 0. 136; p < 0.01). There were no significant correlations 
between F3_3 Integrated Organisation Personality and the remaining FoI Factors. 
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Table 4.26: Inter-correlations between past SoI and FoI 
 Past SoI 
F2_1 Past 
Strength and 
Clarity of 
Character 
F2_2 Past 
Organisational 
Uniqueness 
F2_3 Past Identity 
Certainty 
F2_4 Past 
Organisational 
Unity 
F2_5 Past Organisation 
Personality Integration 
FoI 
Uniqueness 
F4_1_1 Capability .456** .294**  .268**  
F4_1_2 Strategic Direction .523** .348** .139* .317**  
F4_1_3 Leadership .390** .307**  .227**  
F4_1_4 Past Corporate 
Identity 
.328** .405**   -.130* 
Core 
F4_2_1 Strategic 
Architecture 
.617** .208** .176** .342**  
F4_2_2 Organisation 
Marketplace Identification 
.501** .398**  .211**  
F4_2_3 Core Capability .448** .193** .145* .217**  
Enduring 
F4_3_1 Enduring 
Resources Profile 
.323** .202**    
F4_3_2 Organisation 
Enduring Values System 
.457** .280** .123* .256** .148* 
F4_3_3 Organisation 
Recognition Capacity 
.295** .263**  .171**  
Unifying 
F4_4_1 Leadership Role .196** .201**    
F4_4_2 Corporate Identity .542** .353**  .300** .133* 
F4_4_3 Market-related 
Capability 
.249** .170**    
 
Note:  
a Consistent with Cohen (1988), correlations of 0.3 and 0.5 are regarded as indicating medium and large effects respectively. A correlation in excess of 0.3 was 
considered practically meaningful for the sample and research population engaged in this study. *p < .05. **p < .01.  
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Table 4.27: Inter-correlations between current SoI and FoI 
  
F3_1 Strong Stable 
and consistent 
Character 
F3_2 Unique and Distinct 
Organisation 
F3_3 Integrated 
Organisation Personality 
Uniqueness 
F4_1_1 Capability .563** .500**  
F4_1_2 Strategic Direction .621** .513**  
F4_1_3 Leadership .475** .523**  
F4_1_4 Past Corporate Identity .442** .517**  
Core 
F4_2_1 Strategic Architecture .683** .446**  
F4_2_2 Organisation Marketplace Identification .600** .552**  
F4_2_3 Core Capability .538** .384**  
Enduring 
F4_3_1 Enduring Resources Profile .448** .493**  
F4_3_2 Organisation Enduring Values System .623** .469**  
F4_3_3 Organisation Recognition .521** .387**  
F4_3_4 Marketplace recognition of Organisation 
 Capacity .340** .367**  
Unifying 
F4_4_1 Leadership Role .749** .463** .136* 
F4_4_2 Corporate Identity .695** .488**  
F4_4_3 Market-related Capability .377** .417**  
Note:  
a Consistent with Cohen (1988), correlations of 0.3 and 0.5 are regarded as indicating medium and large effects respectively. A correlation in excess of 0.3 was 
considered practically meaningful for the sample and research population engaged in this study. *p < .05. **p < .01 
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4.3.5 Concluding perspectives: measurement of organisation identity 
In Chapter Two it was argued that the problematic nature of the Organisation Identity 
construct as being formless and ambiguous can be attributed to the diverse 
theoretical perspectives and limited empirical research provided on the construct. 
One of the intentions of this research was to bring clarity to the construct and confirm 
its relevance and the nature of its relevance in organisation theory. Organisation 
Identity has been researched as past SoI, representing the past and current SoI 
which represents the here-and-now measurement of the construct. It has also been 
researched as organisation fact-of-identity in terms of the four dimensions of features 
that are unique, core, enduring and unifying. 
The factor analysis on the Organisation Identity variable indicates that for SoI past 
and current, the factor structure on both constructs reports strong internal 
consistencies, ranging between α = 0.564 to α = 0.950 (refer to Table 4.3). The 
strong item loadings and high reliabilities on the factors with sense-making 
interpretations allow the following conclusions. Firstly, there is statistically significant 
and consistent evidence on SoI (past and current) that confirms the structure of the 
SoI as comprising elements that address and include: 
 Strength and clarity of character 
 Distinctiveness/uniqueness 
 Soundness of identity 
 Extent of unity 
 Consistency 
Secondly, the ANOVAs used for a comparative analysis on SoI across companies 
also revealed statistically and practically significant differences among the three 
participating companies for both past SoI and current SoI. At a subjective level 
organisation identity as SoI can be used as a means of comparing different 
organisations, thus allowing the distinction (as well as similarities) among them as 
indicated by significant differences from the ANOVAs. Differences among the 
companies have also been observed to have practical significance. (Such a finding is 
very useful in due diligence exercises and feasibility studies on probable mergers 
and acquisitions. It is also useful as input for use in competitive edge tactics and 
marketing, among other things).  
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Similar observations can be noted for objective identity or FoI. Based on Fol, the 
ANOVAs on FoI indicated significant differences among all three companies, as was 
determined by the four descriptors of unique, core, enduring and unifying. This would 
also suggest that FoI factors can also be used to differentiate among organisations or 
distinguish each from the other (distinctive feature) at an objective level.   
Thirdly, the different factor structure for past SoI and current SoI suggests different 
manifestations of the identity concept over time. Correlations between the past and 
present perspectives revealed several statistically significant relationships between 
the two perspectives, suggesting continuity or stability or endurance of key elements 
of identity over time. Factor analyses and interpretations on FoI also indicate that 
factors of all four dimensions of FoI have strong reliabilities (see Table 4.3). There is 
sufficient empirical evidence to conclude that FoI for this sample comprises 
dimensions of: 
 Uniqueness, which includes organisational capability, strategic direction, past 
corporate identity and leadership. 
 Core dimensions, which would include components such as its Organisation 
Marketplace Identification, its Core Capability, and the Strategic Architecture. 
 Enduring features, which may be characterised by past organisational size, 
technological and HR capacity, the organisational Enduring Values System, the 
physical and cultural recognition, and marketplace recognition of organisational 
capability.  
 Unifying, which is described by its strategic direction, Corporate Identity and 
market-related capability. 
The analysis of variance with respect to FoI highlighted significant differences among 
the companies on the four dimensions of uniqueness, core features, enduring 
qualities and unifying features. The FoI factors were also tested for practical 
significance and were found to have medium to large effect sizes, suggesting that FoI 
not only differentiates among companies but does so in a manner that is of practical 
significance.  
In summary, in this study, factor analyses indicate that the Organisation Identity 
construct has a common and reliable underlying factor structure. Secondly, the 
analysis of variance revealed that both the identity constructs, i.e. SoI and FoI, 
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significantly differentiated between the participating companies. Thirdly, the factor 
structure of past SoI and current SoI are subject to change over time – although, in 
this study, not markedly so. The inter-correlation of past SoI and current SoI in turn 
indicates consistency (enduring quality) of identity over time. Similarly, strong and 
meaningful relations were also observed between SoI and FoI, thus confirming their 
inter-relatedness and indicating that these different forms of Organisation Identity 
reveal different facets of an organisation’s identity and in fact complement one 
another.  
Proceeding from the platform provided by these observations, the next section will 
report on the analyses and results regarding the dependent variable of organisational 
performance. 
4.4 Measurement of organisational performance 
The questionnaire (scales) that measured the dependent variable of Organisational 
Performance was also subjected to factor analysis. Once again, the purpose was to 
determine the latent structure of sub-scales of the Performance Index. The resulting 
factors were tested for internal consistency using Cronbach’s Alpha (α), and the 
observations are reported in section 4.4.1. 
4.4.1 Structural properties of the organisational performance instrument 
Organisational Performance was measured with the Performance Index 
Questionnaire. As indicated in Chapter Three, this instrument was deemed 
appropriate for the purpose of this study as it provided a relevant, valid and reliable 
basis for the measurement of perceived organisational performance on the 
dimensions of: 
 Production and Efficiency 
 Core People Processes 
 Work Unit Climate 
 Employee Satisfaction 
 Adaptability 
 Capacity (Wealth of) 
 Market Share/Scope 
 Future Growth. 
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The data obtained with the PI for the current sample was again subjected to factor 
analysis and items that loaded r = 0.5 or higher on the relevant factors, were 
retained. Following factor analyses on the data gathered, the following internal 
consistencies were calculated for the factors with eigenvalues greater than one on 
these dimensions. Table 4.28 provides a summary of the internal consistencies for 
the organisational performance factors.  
Table 4.28: Internal consistencies for organisational performance factors 
Factor (scale) No. of Items Cronbach Alpha (α) 
Factor 8.1: Market Agility 13 0.950 
Factor 8.2: Employee Satisfaction 12 0.919 
Factor 8.3: Product and Service Orientation 6 0.861 
Factor 8.4: Flexibility and Adaptability of   
 Systems, Products, Processes and Services 6 0.859 
Factor 8.5: Team Orientation 5 0.847 
Factor 8.6: Quality of Resources 4 0.790 
Note: All relevant factors presented with an eigenvalue > 1.  
Cumulative variance accounted for by Factors 8.1 to 8.6 = 60.916 
 
4.4.2 Observations in respect of organisational performance 
4.4.2.1 General observations 
Factor analysis of the items on the Performance Index revealed 11 factors with 
eigenvalues greater than one. Five of the factors were poorly formulated; hence 
reasonable reliabilities could not be calculated. The remaining six factors presented 
reasonable factor loadings and strong internal consistencies were also revealed. 
(Refer to Table 4.28 for the Factors (scales), number of items loaded and the 
reliabilities.)  
Factor 8.1 had 13 items loaded with an overall reliability of α = 0.950 and is 
interpreted as Market Agility. Factor 8.2 is also well formulated, with a factor loading 
of 12 items and a reliability alpha of α = 0.919, while Factor 8.3 had six items, with a 
Cronbach Alpha α = 0.861 and may be represented as Product and Service 
Orientation. The fourth factor, factor 8.4, had a reliability of α = 0.859 and is 
interpreted as Flexibility and Adaptability of Systems, Products, Processes and 
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Services. The fifth factor, factor 8.5, interpreted as Team Orientation, had five items 
loaded with a reliability of α = 0.847, while factor 8.6 had an item loading of four items 
and a reliability of α = 0.790.  
As this study was more concerned with the OI variable, inter-correlations among the 
performance factors were excluded for commentary. Nevertheless, other more 
pertinent and relevant observations and comments are contained in the ensuing 
sections, such as observable differences in perceived performance among the 
participating companies, followed by the relationship between organisation identity 
and organisational performance. 
4.4.2.2 Observations in respect of participating companies 
Three companies, referred to as Company 1, Company 2 and Company 3, 
.participated in this research (see Table 4.29 for a summary on the descriptive, 
ANOVAs and Scheffe’s Post Hocs). It can immediately be seen that the 
organisational performance of the three participating companies is different. The 
greatest difference was on the composite factor of organisational performance, 
namely Overall Performance (F (2; 189 = 30.468, p = 0.000), with Company 3 (M = 
3.278, SD = 0.681). Factor F8_5, interpreted as Team Orientation, was also 
observed to significantly differentiate the three participating companies. ((F (2; 264 = 
27.614, p = 0.000). Company 2 (M = 3.479, SD = 0.876) was observed to have the 
strongest view on Team Orientation while Company 3 (M = 2.508, SD = 0.787) had 
the weakest view. The differences in means between the companies are graphically 
represented in Figure 4.7 overleaf.  
Practical significance using Cohen’s d were also observed among the companies. 
Company 2 and Company 3 were practically different for the following factors, 
Employee Satisfaction, Product and Service orientation, Flexibility and Adaptability of 
Systems, Products, Processes and Services and Team Orientation. Company 1 and 
Company 2; and Company 2 and Company 3 were practically different on Overall 
performance. 
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Table 4.29: Organisational performance: Differences among companies 
Factor and 
description 
 
Company 
Valid N Mean Std Dev df F 
p-
value 
Company 
i 
Company 
j 
p-value 
Cohen's 
d 
Practical 
Significance 
(Y/N) 
F8_1 Market Agility 
1 67 2.003 1.07 
2; 227 14.58 0.000 
1 2 0.000 0.69 N 
2 129 2.880 1.37   3 0.999 0.01 N 
3 34 2.014 0.78 2 3 0.001 0.68 N 
F8_2 Employee 
Satisfaction 
1 76 2.895 0.67 
2; 252 26.28 0.000 
1 2 0.002 0.51 N 
2 141 3.307 0.88 
 
3 0.001 0.90 N 
3 38 2.285 0.70 2 3 0.000 1.21 Y 
F8_3 Product and 
Service Orientation 
1 76 3.344 0.57 
2; 258 25.44 0.000 
  2 0.000 0.60 N 
2 148 3.831 0.90 1 3 0.012 0.77 N 
3 37 2.865 0.73 2 3 0.000 1.11 Y 
F8_4 Flexibility and 
Adaptability of 
Systems, Products, 
Processes and 
Services 
1 78 2.968 0.80 
2; 255 26.43 0.000 
1 2 0.000 0.63 N 
2 142 3.472 0.80 
 
3 0.009 0.61 N 
3 38 2.474 0.84 2 3 0.000 1.23 Y 
        
N 
F8_5 Team 
Orientation 
  
  
1 79 2.927 0.67 
2; 264 27.61 0.000 
1 2 0.000 0.68 N 
2 149 3.479 0.88   3 0.031 0.59 N 
3 39 2.508 0.79 2 3 0.000 1.13 Y 
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Factor and 
description 
 
Company 
Valid N Mean Std Dev df F 
p-
value 
Company 
i 
Company 
j 
p-value 
Cohen's 
d 
Practical 
Significance 
(Y/N) 
F8_6 Quality of 
Resources 1 77 2.740 0.71 
2; 259 14.00 0.000 1 
2 0.000 0.60 N 
 2 147 3.265 0.96     
3 0.815 0.15 N 
 3 38 2.632 0.69    
2 3 0.000 0.69 N 
f8_tot Overall 
Performance 
1 59 2.770 0.48 
2; 189 30.47 0.000 
1 2 0.000 0.82 Y 
2 103 3.278 0.68   3 0.015 0.77   
3 30 2.364 0.61 2 3 0.000 1.37 Y 
 
Note: a Factors are the retained components from factor analysis (refer to Table 4.25). b Cohen’s d (index of effect size) is considered small when ranging 
between .20 and .50, medium when between .50 and .80, and large when equal to .80 and above (cf. Cohen, 1988). An effect size of d = .80 is generally 
considered practically meaningful. An alpha level of .05 was used. 
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Figure 4.7: Organisational performance: mean differences among companies 
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4.4.3 Concluding perspectives: measurement of organisational performance 
Factor analysis on the organisational performance variable revealed six factors that were 
statistically sound in terms of factor loadings, reliabilities and theoretical meaning. These 
included the following dimensions: 
 Market Agility 
 Employee Satisfaction 
 Product and Service Orientation 
 Flexibility and Adaptability of systems, products, processes and services 
 Team Orientation 
 Quality of Resources. 
The analyses of variance have demonstrated that the participating companies can be 
differentiated in a statistically significant manner on the basis of perceived organisational 
performance. This section provided pertinent information on the structure of organisational 
performance construct as measured with the PI and the ability of the resulting factors to 
differentiate among companies. Analyses up to this point have demonstrated the structural 
properties of the two key variables in the current study, namely Organisation Identity and 
Organisational Performance. These analyses furthermore highlighted the ability of these 
variables to reliably differentiate among participating companies. This in turn enables the 
analysis of the relationship between the independent and dependent variables, namely 
Organisation Identity and Organisational Performance, with the purpose of addressing 
these specific research objectives of the study (see section 1.4.3.4. to 1.4.3.6) 
4.5 The relationship between organisation identity and organisational 
performance 
The statistical analyses of both the continuous independent variables SoI (past and 
current) and FoI revealed that the factor structure and internal consistencies were deemed 
statistically satisfactory. The independent and dependent variables revealed statistically 
significant differences among the three participating companies on the factors. Proceeding 
from this, factor scores for SoI and FoI were correlated with factor scores for 
Organisational Performance. Pearson's product moment correlation co-efficient was used 
to: 
 Establish the interrelatedness of Organisation Identity and Organisational 
Performance and 
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  where possible, attempt to determine the causal influence of this 
 In doing so it would provide a response to the following objectives:  
o “1.4.3.4. To empirically investigate the relationship (if any) between the 
more objective FoI and Organisational Performance.” 
o “1.4.3.5. To empirically investigate the relationship (if any) between the 
SoI and the Organisation’s Performance.” 
 Correlations were calculated between past SoI and current SoI factors and factors of 
organisational performance respectively, as well as factors of FoI dimensions 
(unique, core, enduring and unifying), and organisational performance, respectively. 
As a non-probability sample was used in this research, effect sizes (rather than 
inferential statistics) were used to decide on the significance of the findings.  
 
Key observations (results) based on the correlational analysis are presented in terms of: 
 SoI and Organisational Performance 
 FoI and Organisational Performance  
 Influence of demographics on the OI–OP relationship 
 
4.5.1 The organisation’s SoI and organisational performance 
In response to the objective: 
“1.4.3.5. To empirically investigate the relationship (if any) between the 
Organisational SoI and the Organisation’s Performance.” 
In order to provide a plausible response to this objective, the point of departure was to 
establish a relationship between SoI (past and current) and Organisational Performance 
using Pearson's product moment correlation co-efficient. The strength or degree of 
relationship between two variables can be measured and expressed through the Pearson 
correlation coefficient. The direction of the relationship is indicated by a positive (+) or 
negative (-) indicator (Strydom, Fouche & Delport, 2002, p. 243). The observations, SoI 
past and current are discussed in turn. (see Table 4.30 below for the correlation between 
Past SoI and Organisational Performance). 
 160 
 
 
Table 4.30: Inter-correlations between past SoI and organisational performance
Factor 
F8_1 
Market 
Agility 
F8_2 
Employee 
Satisfaction 
F8_3 
Product 
and 
Service 
Orientation 
F8_4  
Flexibility 
and 
Adaptability 
of systems, 
processes 
and 
services 
F8_5 Team 
Orientation 
F8_6 
Quality  
of  
resources 
f8_tot  Overall 
perceived 
performance 
F2_1 Past 
Strength and 
Clarity of 
Character 
 
.288** .426** .353** .501** .512** .323** .506** 
 
       
F2_2 Past 
Organisational 
Uniqueness 
 
  .163* .146* .167**   
 
F2_3 Past Identity 
Certainty 
 
   .155*  .201** .198** 
 
       
F2_4 Past 
Organisation Unity 
 
.246** .317** .202** .334** .337** .252** .384** 
F2_5 Past 
organisation 
personality 
integration   
 
.140* .129*     .225** 
Note: 
 
a Consistent with Cohen (1988), correlations of 0.3 and 0.5 are regarded as indicating medium and large effects respectively. A correlation in 
excess of 0.3 was considered practically meaningful for the sample and research population engaged in this study.  
*p < .05. **p < .01.).  
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In Table 4.30 it can be observed that most correlations between Past SoI and 
Organisational Performance were found to be significant. The strongest correlation was 
recorded between Past Strength and Clarity of Character (OI Factor) and Team 
Orientation (OP Factor), with the r = 0.512 (p < 0.05). The weakest correlation was 
recorded between Historically Unique Organisation and Team Performance, with r = 
0.167(p < 0.05). The performance index of Team Orientation appeared to correlate with 
most of Past SoI factors. The strongest correlation between the overall perceived 
performance was with Past Strength and Clarity of Character, with r = 0.506 (p < 0.05). 
Historically sound personality had a significant correlation with overall perceived 
performance, although this was relatively small, namely r = 0.225 (p < 0.05).  
Turning to the relatedness of current SoI and OP (refer to Table 4.31), it is again observed 
that most of the SoI (current) factors correlated significantly. The strongest correlation 
between SoI (Current) and Organisational Performance could be observed between 
Strong, Stable and Consistent Character and Employee Satisfaction with a r = 0.610 (p < 
0.05), while the weakest correlation was between Sound Personality and Employee 
Satisfaction. From the above it would appear that SoI (current) would influence Employee 
Satisfaction (as a contributor to perceived Organisational Performance).  
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Table 4.31: Inter-correlations between current SoI and organisational performance 
 
 
F8_1 
Market 
Agility 
F8_2 
Employee 
Satisfaction 
F8_3 
Product 
and 
Service 
Orientation 
F8_4  
Flexibility 
and 
Adaptability 
of systems, 
processes 
and 
services 
F8_5 Team 
Orientation 
F8_6 
Quality  
of  
resources 
f8_Total  
Overall 
perceived 
performance 
F3_1  Strength, 
stability and 
consistency of  
character 
 
.332** .610** .373** .524** .515** .316** .589** 
F3_2 Unique 
and distinct 
organisation 
 
.211** .311** .238** .311** .260** .239** .272** 
F3_3 
Organisation 
Personality: 
Degree of 
integration  
 
 .171**  .140*   .236** 
 
Note: Consistent with Cohen (1988), correlations of 0.3 and 0.5 are regarded as indicating medium and large effects respectively. A 
correlation in excess of 0.3 was considered practically meaningful for the sample and research population engaged in this study.  
Measured with the performance index (PI) and *p < .05. **p < .01.).  
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4.5.2 The organisation’s FoI and organisational performance 
All the factors of the features of FoI correlated significantly with all the factors of 
Organisational Performance (refer to Table 4.32). The strongest correlation was reported 
on the factors that unify the organisation and more specifically between Leadership Role 
and overall perceived performance (r = 0.554, p < 0.05). The weakest correlation was also 
reported on factors that unify the organisation and this was on the relationship between 
clients and organisational technical capabilities and market agility (r = 0.165). The Pearson 
correlations also indicate that the effect sizes were mainly medium to large correlations. 
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Table 4.32: Inter-correlations: FoI factors and organisational performance (OP) factors 
  
F8_1 
Market 
Agility 
F8_2 
Employee 
Satisfaction 
F8_3 
Product 
and Service 
Orientation 
F8_4  
Flexibility 
and 
Adaptability 
of Systems, 
Processes 
and Services 
F8_5 Team 
Orientation 
F8_6 
Quality  of  
Resources 
F8_Overall 
Perceived 
Performance 
Uniqueness 
F4_1_1 Organisation 
Capability   
.259** .443** .368** .480** .422** .357** .373** 
F4_1_2 Strategic Direction   .324** .470** .390** .492** .486** .390** .473** 
F4_1_3 Leadership  .238** .385** .323** .353** .330** .229** .349** 
F4_1_4 Past Corporate 
Identity 
.282** .342** .268** .349** .351** .317** .374** 
Core 
F4_2_1 Strategic Architecture   .276** .530** .407** .548** .479** .368** .515** 
F4_2_2 Organisation 
Marketplace Identification   
.331** .388** .402** .485** .439** .405** .432** 
F4_2_3 Core Capability   .194** .382** .296** .453** .351** .350** .367** 
Enduring 
F4_3_1 Past Organisation 
size, Technological  and HR 
.182** .383** .197** .376** .302** .370** .294** 
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Capacity 
F4_3_2 Organisation 
Enduring Values System 
.350** .479** .387** .499** .492** .403** .508** 
F4_3_3 Physical And Cultural 
Recognition 
.271** .346** .272** .385** .360** .295** .332** 
F4_3_4 Capability image in 
Marketplace 
.092 .227**        .158* .271** .237** .246** .171* 
Unifying 
F4_4_1 Leadership Role  .296** .593** .338** .531** .512** .427** .554** 
F4_4_2 Corporate Identity   .357** .470** .422** .518** .423** .386** .469** 
F4_4_3 Market-Related 
Capability   
.165* .407** .257** .295** .354** .313** .265** 
 
Note: 
a Consistent with Cohen (1988), correlations of 0.3 and 0.5 are regarded as indicating medium and large effects respectively. A correlation in excess of 0.3 was 
considered practically meaningful for the sample and research population engaged in this study. *p < .05. **p < .01. 
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The strongest correlation between uniqueness and perceived performance was 
between strategic direction and flexibility and adaptability of systems, processes and 
services, with r = 0.492; p < 0.05, while the weakest was between leadership and 
quality of resources (r = 0.229, p < 0.05). As far as core features of the FoI were 
concerned, the strongest correlation was between Strategic Architecture and 
flexibility and adaptability of systems, processes and services, with r = 0.548, p < 
0.05. The strongest correlation on enduring features was between the Enduring 
Values System of the organisation and overall perceived performance (r = 0.508, p 
< 0.05), while the weakest was between Historical organisational size, technological 
and HR capacity with r = 0.182, p < 0.05.  
Inspection of Tables 4.30 to 4. 32 reveals that significant relationships exist between 
SoI factors and Organisational Performance factors. It is also apparent that there 
are statistically significant relationships between FoI factors and Organisational 
Performance factors. A further observation is that the nature of the relationship is 
positive, indicating generally that a stronger, clearer and consistent SoI is 
associated with perceived higher performance. Conversely, a weaker SoI, generally, 
is associated with perceived poorer Organisational Performance. This position holds 
also for the relationship between FoI and Organisational Performance, with a 
stronger FoI (on the various dimensions of uniqueness, core, endurance and unity), 
and is typically associated with perceived higher Organisational Performance and 
vice versa. Van Tonder (1999, 2004 and 2006) confirms the initial empirical 
observation emerging from these studies. 
The Inter-correlations between Organisation Identity and Organisational 
Performance indicate that these variables are related. The nature of this 
relationship is that they are positively related, i.e. FoI and SoI will positively relate to 
Organisational Performance respectively. Accordingly, a high (strong) FoI or SoI 
score will correlate with a high (strong) Organisational Performance score. The 
converse is equally plausible: a low (weak) FoI or SoI score will correlate with a low 
(poor) Organisational Performance score. The following may be concluded on the 
basis of the preceding analysis: 
 167 
 
o Statistically significant relationships exist between several/most factors of SoI 
and Organisational Performance;  
o Statistically significant relationships exist between Organisational FoI and 
Organisational Performance.  
o This significant statistical finding consequently lends credibility to achieving 
objective 1.4.3.4 and objective 1.4.3.5 as set at the outset of this study. 
Research questions and hence objectives 1.4.3.4 and 1.4.3.5 can be 
responded to in the affirmative. Clear relationships exist between OI and OP 
factors for the current sample. 
4.5.3 Influence of demographic features on the organisation identity–
organisational performance relationship 
Demographic features of the respondents are important considerations in that they 
may influence and moderate observed relationships. In the context of this research, 
demographics such as gender, race, tenure and language could plausibly influence 
the Organisation Identity–Organisational Performance relationship. The ensuing 
section briefly examines the influence of gender, language, tenure and education on 
the Organisation Identity–Organisational Performance relationship.  
Gender influences on SoI variable were observed in that males reported stronger 
views on several factors of Organisation SoI, FoI as well as Organisational 
Performance. The significant differences indicate that males have a stronger view of 
the factors than females. In terms of Gender, the Independent Samples Test 
indicated several factors where male and female views on the Organisation Identity–
Organisational Performance were significantly different. Factors significantly 
differentiated by Gender are indicated in Appendix 2.  
The influence of home language on the Organisation Sense-of-Identity variable was 
analysed in terms of three groups, namely, English, Afrikaans and Ethnic language. 
Factors that were significantly differentiated by home language are depicted in 
Appendix 2. The statistical analysis indicates that people whose home language 
was English indicated stronger views on several factors of Organisation Identity (see 
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Appendix A). It was observed that for most of the factors, the Ethnic Language 
grouping presented the strongest difference in perceptions of the factors of 
Organisation Sense-of-Identity. 
Similarly, there were several factors that were significantly differentiated by 
organisational level. The organisational level groupings included Senior 
Management, Middle and Junior Management, Supervisors, Non Management. The 
factors that differentiated by organisational level are presented in Appendix A. In 
terms of the means, participants at the supervisory level tended to demonstrate the 
strongest views on the identity concept, while participants on the management 
levels tended to have a slightly reserved view on the Organisation Identity concept. 
Education and Tenure also indicated a significant relationship to Organisation 
Identity factors. Educational idiosyncrasies were observed on all factors except 
F2_3 Past Identity Certainty, F2_4 Past Organisation Unity and F2_5 Past 
Organisation Personality Integration. Tenure also indicated significant differences in 
terms of views of organisation identity. Factors where such differences were 
observed included F2_5 Past Organisation Personality Integration; F3_1 Strong, 
Stable And Consistent Character; F3_2 Unique And Distinct Organisation, F4_1_1 
Capability, F4_1_2 Strategic Direction, F4_2_2 Organisation Marketplace 
Identification; F4_3_2 Organisation Enduring Values System, F4_3_3 Organisation 
Recognition and F4_4_2 Corporate Identity (see Appendix A). 
Based on the preceding report on the influence of demographics on the 
Organisation Identity factor, it can be concluded that, generally, English-speaking 
males with a tertiary level education were inclined to have a stronger view on 
various factors of the Organisation Identity concept. 
4.5.4 Concluding perspectives: the relatedness of organisation identity (SoI; 
FoI) and organisational performance 
In order to determine the relatedness of Organisation Identity and Organisational 
Performance, inter-correlations using Pearson’s product moment correlations were 
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conducted between SoI and OP and FoI and OP. These consequently addressed 
two objectives of the study, namely:  
“1.4.3.4. To empirically investigate the relationship (if any) between the more 
objective FoI and Organisational Performance.” 
“1.4.3.5. To empirically investigate the relationship (if any) between the SoI and 
the Organisation’s Performance.” 
Correlations were calculated between past SoI and current SoI factors and factors of 
organisational performance respectively, as well as factors of FoI dimensions 
(unique, core, enduring and unifying), and organisational performance, respectively. 
In terms of conclusions that can be drawn from these correlations, it is statistically 
evident that significant relationships exist between several factors of SoI and several 
factors of Organisational Performance. It is also apparent that there are statistically 
significant relationships between FoI and organisational performance. A further 
observation is that the nature of the relationship is positive. Such a conclusion 
provides support for the hypothesised relationship between these variables as cited 
in OIT and Van Tonder’s (1987, 1999) studies. In terms of the hypothesised 
relationships, Organisation Identity and organisational performance is positively 
related, i.e. FoI and SoI will positively relate to positive organisational performance 
respectively. Accordingly, a strong FoI or strong SoI score will correlate with a 
strong organisational performance score. The converse is therefore equally 
plausible: a weak FoI or weak SoI score will correlate with a weak organisational 
performance score.  
Based on the statistical analysis, it is concluded that, at an empirical level, a positive 
correlation exists between certain (several) factors (scales) of Organisation Identity 
(past and current) and certain factors of Organisational Performance respectively. 
The Organisation Identity indices were positively related to Organisational 
Performance. This means that should the identity of an organisation be deemed to 
be strong, then the perceived performance will also be observed to be strong. The 
converse would also apply: a weak identity would suggest weak perceived 
performance. 
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Additional analyses in terms of ANOVAs were also used to determine any 
idiosyncrasies of the respondent profile based on demographics. Significant 
influences based on age, gender, educational level and tenure have been observed, 
suggesting that these are likely to influence Organisation Identity and Organisational 
Performance.  
The next section considers the relative influence of Organisation Identity factors on 
the Organisation Identity–Organisational Performance relationship. 
4.6 Towards causality: the influence of organisation identity on 
organisational performance 
To establish whether the independent variable(s) are causally related to the criteria 
variable(s), a regression procedure was employed, with independent variables SoI 
factors and FoI factors. Dependent variables included all the performance factors, 
namely Market Agility, Product and Service Orientation, Flexibility and Adaptability 
of systems, Products, Processes and Services, Team Orientation and Overall 
Performance. The general purpose of multiple regressions is to learn more about 
the relationship between several independent or predictor variables and a 
dependent or criterion variable.  
This study has an explanatory dimension: it seeks in particular to explain the causal 
relationship between Organisation Identity and Organisational Performance. In order 
to do this, it was necessary to demonstrate that the former co-varies with the latter in 
the same direction in order to show a specific sequence of cause and effect. The 
accomplishment of these requirements, as commented on above, has made it 
possible to formulate generally valid predictions of future Organisational 
Performance on the basis of knowledge of Organisation Identity. In order to 
determine the extent to which Organisation Identity influences Organisational 
Performance, as well as to determine the best predictors of Organisational 
Performance, stepwise regression analysis was used. A stepwise combination of the 
factors of SoI and FoI respectively was regressed on the scores of the perceived 
Organisational Performance. For the purposes of the present study, r-values larger 
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than 0.30 (medium effect) are considered practically significant. Correlations were 
interpreted using 0.05 levels of significance. The result of the analysis, commentary 
on the correlations per variable, and the regression are presented in the tables 
below. 
Table 4.33: Linear regression model: Best predictor of overall performance 
Factor B Std. Error Beta 
F4_4_1 Leadership Role .155 .092 .182 
F2_1_1 Historical Certainty of Character/identity  .191 .056 .255 
F4_3_2 Organisation Enduring Values System  .171 .067 .223 
F3_1_2 Current Unified Organisation .187 .077 .241 
Note: R² = .740; adjusted R² = .531, *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.  
As far as the Organisation Identity is concerned, the best predictor of overall 
performance included the following factors: F4_4_1 Leadership Role, F2_1_1 
Historical Certainty of Character/Identity, F4_3_2 Enduring Values System, and 
3_1_2  Current Unified Organisation. The adjusted r squared shows that 53.1% of 
the variability is shown by model 4 as tabled above (Table 4.33). 
4.7 Conclusions 
Based on the report of the statistical analyses above, it is evident that these results 
have provided an empirical point of departure for the existence of the identity 
construct at an applied level, as justified by statistically significant, valid and reliable 
data as well as its influence on performance. While formidable theoretical 
justification has been provided on the identity construct, the existence and nature of 
the construct have been shrouded in ambiguity and uncertainty. Through factor 
analysis, this study has provided empirical justification for the existence, as well as 
measurement of, the construct at an objective (FoI) as well as subjective (SoI) level. 
The latter also provides impetus for further empirical study of the temporal existence 
of SoI as perceived historically, as well as from a contemporary point of view. It has 
shown further that the empirical existence can also be observed from various 
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descriptive and biographical levels in an organisation, such as level in the 
organisation, age, gender, and language, among other things.  
The analysis of variance has provided adequate empirical evidence that through 
measuring the identity construct at an applied level, the construct is significant in 
providing a means of differentiating between various companies. Moreover, the 
components that suggest uniqueness also differ per company. This study has also 
provided adequate evidence in establishing the interrelatedness of Organisation 
Identity and Organisational Performance, as well as the direction and magnitude of 
the relationship. The data analysis reveals statistically significant correlations (P ≥ 
0.05) between most of the identity and performance measures, confirming the 
positive unidirectional influence of the identity concept on performance at an applied 
level. These correlations were strong and suggest that this can also be used to 
account for the varying performances between companies, as well as to predict 
performance. 
4.8 Chapter summary 
As indicated at the outset, the purpose of this chapter was to present the results of 
this study as per the stipulated methodology used in obtaining the relevant data, as 
well as to report on the statistical testing of the hypotheses as presented in the initial 
chapters. Through the use of quantitative research methods, the current study has 
provided an empirical response to the main research questions. This has been 
achieved through the involvement of three companies that were engaged through 
the use of a structured questionnaire, the responses of which were captured and 
coded and subsequently subjected to various statistical analyses so as to obtain 
empirical evidence on some of the research questions. 
Results of the statistical analyses have provided justification for the existence of the 
concept of organisation identity, as well as further clarity and distinction on its 
structure. Evidence has also been established on the nature of the relationship 
between Organisation Identity and Organisational Performance, as well as the 
relationship between the two, in terms of the influence of the former on the latter. 
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Individual identity measures were correlated with performance measures, indicating 
that most demonstrated strong and consistent relationships.  
This chapter also contributes to showing how Organisation Identity may report 
crucial differences between organisations, as well as similarities which may be 
seemingly unpredictable, yet provide the impetus for distinctive identities through 
meaningful statistically significant differences. In addition, the regression analyses 
also indicate how various identity factors may be used to predict various 
performance measures. 
Overall, this chapter confirms, at an empirical level, the existence and nature of the 
identity concept, both objectively and subjectively, as well as the ability to be able to 
measure and analyse the concept with relative simplicity. It has also confirmed the 
relationship between Organisation Identity and Organisational Performance, and 
also described the nature of this relationship. The overall conclusions, implications, 
and avenues for future research are discussed in Chapter Five. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 
DISCUSSION 
5.1 Introduction 
The present study has been concerned with the relevance of Organisation Identity to 
organisational functioning. It has investigated this issue by focusing on the 
relatedness (or otherwise) of the organisation identity construct to organisational 
functioning (see also Chapter One). This follows from one of the key conclusions of 
Van Tonder’s (1999) exploratory study, which was that such a relationship was 
empirically observed and that this pointed to the relevance of the organisation identity 
construct. However, given the limited empirical evidence in support of this 
relationship, it was impossible to arrive at a conclusive position it. This then was the 
specific focus of this study, which set out to bring more clarity (from an empirical 
perspective) to this relationship. The empirical observations of the current study were 
briefly reported in Chapter Four, but not fully considered nor contextualised in terms 
of the extant knowledge base on organisation identity. These are the main objectives 
of the current chapter, which consequently focuses on the meaningfulness of the 
results recorded in the preceding chapter.  
Before commencing with the discussion proper, it is necessary to restate the 
essential observations and conclusions of the current study. Organisation Identity 
Theory (OIT) (par. 2.4.2) was used as a guiding framework for the study and the 
operationalisation of organisation identity (the primary variable and focus of the 
research) was conceptualised as comprising both the more subjective 
organisational sense-of-identity (SoI) and the more objectively discernable 
fact-of-identity (FoI). The origins of these constructs are to be found in the earlier 
work by Van Tonder (1987), which made significant strides in conceptualising OIT. 
However, the OIT also incorporates and elaborates Albert and Whetten’s (1985) well-
known definition of organisation identity which was considered to be an appropriate 
though incomplete operationalisation of the organisational fact-of-identity. 
Accordingly, and in keeping with Van Tonder’s (1999) study, this fundamental 
operationalisation was again elaborated to include the dimension of organisational 
unity which was revealed as an important and central construct in the 
conceptualisation of an organisation’s identity. The current study further reified these 
 175 
 
four operational dimensions of the FoI (core, distinctive, enduring, and unifying) in 
terms of organisational attributes. Organisation identity so defined (SoI, FoI), was 
then systematically and statistically related to organisational performance, where the 
latter (if observed) would signify the relevance of the organisation identity construct. 
In general, the study revealed that: 
 Organisation Identity defined as the more subjective organisational sense-of-
identity (SoI), and observable, more objectively, as the organisation’s fact-of-
identity (FoI), was recorded clearly and consistently for each of the participating 
organisations and both the identity constructs clearly differentiated participating 
organisations from one another.  
 Both the SoI and the FoI are highly relevant organisational constructs in that 
direct relationships between these identity constructs and organisational 
performance as measured in the study were recorded.  
 Organisation identity defined as SoI and FoI individually and collectively 
predicts organisational performance when simple linear regression analysis 
techniques are employed. 
In general, it was concluded that the current empirical study reliably demonstrated 
that organisation identity (as defined) positively relates to organisational 
performance, but it also shed more light on the phenomenon of organisation identity 
as conceptualised from within the theory frame of OIT and the classical intellectual 
tradition or school of thought with regard to the organisation identity phenomenon.  
Against this introductory perspective, the chapter commences with a brief 
consideration of the phenomenon of organisation identity in terms of its constituent 
components (the constructs: organisational fact-of-identity and sense-of-identity), 
prevailing definitions and debates concerning the construct, how it manifests over 
time (the relatedness of past and present accounts of the organisational sense-of-
identity), and the relatedness of the organisational sense-of-identity and fact-of-
identity. The discussion proceeds to consider the relationship of organisation identity 
and organisational performance, which, in this study, revealed a consistent 
relatedness for the three participating companies on the selected performance 
measures. The implications for Organisation Identity Theory (OIT), the theory frame 
employed to guide the current study, are considered in some detail. This is followed 
by a brief reflection on the significance of the findings at an applied level – in 
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particular at the level of organisational management. The chapter concludes with a 
brief discussion of the limitations of the current study and future avenues for 
continued organisation identity research.  
5.2 ‘Revisiting’ theory and empiricism on organisation identity  
Organisation identity is said to have emerged more purposefully from the 
management and organisation theory disciplines (Van Tonder & Lessing, 2003), with 
Albert and Whetten’s (1985) study being the position marker in this field, defining 
organisation identity as those features of an organisation that are central, enduring 
and distinctive and that differentiate it from other organisations.  
Theoretical discourse has generated many assumptions on organisation identity, 
sparking much debate of a conceptual and theoretical nature. Conventional offerings 
and debates (pre-2000) have centred on Albert and Whetten’s (1985) original 
concept of organisation identity (central, enduring and distinctive) mainly from a 
theoretical perspective. Notwithstanding this, the term organisation identity has had 
very different meanings for various scholars (Corley, Harquail, Pratt, Glymm, Fiol & 
Hatch, 2006; Nag et al., 2007) and this has resulted in a theoretically diverse 
discourse and research perspectives.  
Theoretically, much has been said about the definitional difficulties of the concept, 
including the debated aspects of identity such as distinctiveness, sense of self, the 
response to the question who am I?/who are we as an organisation? the subjective 
sense of identity and the more objective fact of identity, and the enduring nature of 
identity with specific reference to the debate about its rigidity versus its malleability 
(Ackerman, 1984; Carstens, 2007; Corley & Gioia, 2000a; Schley & Wagenfield, 
1979; Scott & Lane, 2000, Van Tonder, 1999; Van Tonder & Lessing, 2003;). 
However, very few empirical studies have been undertaken to provide support for 
these theoretical assumptions.  
Among the reasons attributed to the difficulty encountered with definitions of 
organisation identity is the elusiveness of a comprehensive and complete framework 
to guide the empirical design and execution of a study on organisation identity (Van 
Tonder, 1999). Some scholars argue that until such time that theoretical and 
empirical investigation has achieved some consensus on the definitions and 
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boundaries of the young concept, measurement of the construct should be delayed 
(Albert, 1998; Elstak, 2008). Others have argued that empirical research seems to 
suffer from a lack of agreement about the operationalisation of the constructs and 
about their measurement (Ravasi & Van Rekom, 2003, p. 129). Corley et al. (2006) 
argue that measurement is possible by way of ontological and epistemological 
assumptions. Consequently, theoretical research has significantly overshadowed 
empirical research. However, some empirical progress has been made, 
internationally and locally.  
Oliver and Roos (2007, p. 344) filtered empirical research on the international front 
by means of a process of elimination, and summarised it as comprising 22 empirical 
articles on organisation identity. In contrast to the framework provided by the OIT, on 
the local front, these studies differed methodologically and analytically, as well as in 
terms of the description of organisational identity. Yet again this highlights the 
absence of a consistent guiding framework for the empirical design and execution of 
a study on organisation identity.  
On the local front, empirical studies have been pursued following the introduction of 
the Organisation Identity Theory (OIT) (Van Tonder, 1999), which, as indicated 
earlier, has provided a comprehensive and complete framework to guide the design 
and execution of an empirical study. Against this backdrop, four notable empirical 
studies of organisation identity conducted from within the OIT framework have thus 
far been reported (Van Tonder, 2009 – see Table 5.1). 
Table 5.1: Empirical studies of OI 
Study, design and findings in brief 
 
Study 1: Van Tonder (1999) 
Design: Mixed [?] Methods. Sample: Ten (10) listed companies, 153 executives. Measurement: 
structures interview, Questionnaires, TST 
Results: 1) Identity operationalised, inter alia, as Sense of Identity (SoI) and Fact of Identity (FoI), 
affirmed across ten organisations; 2) Both SoI and FoI differences between companies; 3) SoI reveals 
different identity statues (e.g. crises) for different organisations; 4) FoI and SoI correlate with executive 
assessments of performance, published financial results; and performance rankings based on 
published financial results for a four-year period; 5) OI and organisational life-cycle stage related. 
 
Study 2: Van Tonder (2006b) 
Design: Quantitative. Sample: four (4) companies, 499 respondents. Measurement: experimental 
Organisational Behaviour questionnaire (incorporating OI) 
Results: 1) SoI a significant differentiator among companies; 2) Two (2) identity factors (SoI and 
Uniqueness) form part of nine core organisational attributes; 3) SoI, Organisation Uniqueness, and 
Organisation Culture the strongest predictors of respondent ratings of organisational performance. 
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Study 3: Carstens (2008) 
Design: Qualitative. Sample: single school, 57 respondents. Measurement: Structures interviews, 
TST, metaphor analysis 
Results: 1) Identity revealed when different operational definitions applied; 2) Evidence of both 
malleability and stability of identity over time. 
 
Study 4: Van Tonder (2008) 
Design: Quantitative. Sample: 27 companies, 674 respondents, Measurement: Sense of Identity 
questionnaire 
Results: SoI structure reveals four (4) factors i.e. sense of unity, identity strength and clarity, 
uniqueness, and identity development status. 
 c.f. van Tonder (2009) 
The results of these empirical studies comment, empirically, on some of the 
ambiguity and difficulties that are bemoaned in the literature and provide further 
perspectives on, for example, the existential nature of the organisation identity 
concept when operationalised as SoI and FoI. The results further highlight and 
comment on aspects such as the influence of organisation identity on organisational 
functioning, the role of organisation identity in organisational distinctiveness and 
differentiation, and various identity statuses such as identity crises, identity 
development, identity search, and so forth. Though empirical contributions are sparse 
(but increasing), it would seem that both theoretical and empirical contributions 
generally ascribe a significant role to and underscore the relevance of organisation 
identity in relation to organisational functioning. As a consequence it is concluded 
that contemporary theory and empiricism pursued from within the framework of OIT 
modestly contributes to the existing though diverse knowledge base on Organisation 
Identity. This study on the relatedness of organisation identity to organisational 
performance adds to this small but growing body of knowledge on organisation 
identity as construed from within the OIT frame. 
5.2.1.  General status  
Recent research endeavours (post-2000) have provoked more interest and thought 
on the concept, and are different to the conventional offerings and debates on the 
concept. Theoretical contributions still centre on Albert and Whetten’s (1985) 
definition of organisation identity (Van Tonder & Lessing, 2003, p. 26; Corley, 
Harquail, Pratt, Glynn, Fiol & Hatch, 2006; Gioia, Schultz & Corley, 2000; Scott & 
Lane, 2000, Van Tonder, 1999). The last decade (post-2000) has seen a substantial 
increase in organisational identity research, moving beyond the definitive conceptual 
parameters of Albert and Whetten’s (1985) organisation identity concept. 
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Researchers have engaged in research in a multitude of new directions and a variety 
of approaches to the conceptualisation of the organisation identity concept have 
since appeared. The research domain has thus broadened and has incorporated an 
expanded range of ‘newer’ identity concepts, processes and relationships in respect 
of organisation identity (in some of these areas preliminary empirical research has 
already been undertaken from within the ambit of the OIT).  
5.2.2.  Prevailing definitions and prominent debates  
In Chapter Two, an account was provided of the complex and ambiguous nature of 
the identity phenomenon – attributing this to the diversity of available definitions of 
the concept which prevented the emergence of clarity. Albert and Whetten’s (1985) 
definition of organisational identity as those features that are central, enduring and 
distinctive has been the most widely used conceptualisation of organisation identity 
among scholars engaging in research on organisation identity (Corley, Harquail, 
Pratt, Glynn, Fiol & Hatch, 2006; Gioia, Schultz & Corley, 2000; Scott & Lane, 2000, 
van Tonder, 1999). In terms of this definition, organisational identity is considered to 
be the enduring characteristics of an organisation that contribute to the 
distinctiveness or uniqueness of the organisation, which, in theory, exert various 
influences on the organisation as a holistic entity. Accordingly, features that are 
central or core to the organisation are seen as essential for the organisation, together 
with having a temporal continuity and distinguishing the organisation from others.  
Stability vs Malleability 
One of the more prominent debates regarding organisation identity remains confined 
to the definitional properties of organisation identity. This debate pertains to the 
stability and malleability (enduring vs dynamic nature) of identity that could be 
observed over time and more especially during periods of change. Albert, Ashforth & 
Dutton (2000, p. 13) highlight the power of the terms identity and identification 
specifically with regards to the dual role that they play in terms of “distinctiveness and 
oneness” on the one hand and also allowing for “blurring, multiplicity and dynamism 
in identity content and process” on the other hand. Two theoretical perspectives 
engaging with the enduring vs dynamic nature of organisation identity have been 
observed, namely those advancing organisational identity from scholarship on 
individual identity (Albert & Whetten, 1985; van Tonder, 1987, 1999, Whetten, 2006; 
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van Rekom & Whetten, 2007) and on the other hand scholars advancing 
organisational identity from a social constructivist perspective (Corley & Gioia, 1998; 
Gioia et al., 2000). Scholars advancing the former perspective advance the concept 
of organisational identity as comprising features that are central (core), enduring and 
distinctive, which constitute requirements for a shared belief structure that makes 
consistent and coherent organisational action possible, with identity changes only 
rarely and never easily (Van Rekom & Whetten, 2007). Scholars advancing the latter 
perspective in the stability vs malleability of organisational identity debate stress that 
organisational identities are malleable in that the shared understanding of the 
organisation’s identity is periodically renegotiated among the organisation’s members 
(Gioia et al., 2000). Haslam and Reicher’s (2007, p. 125) experimental study found 
that the shared sense of social identity, facilitated by leadership, actually influenced 
leadership. This study also indicated a relationship between identity failure and 
change and its influence on leadership and thus upon “associated experiences of 
collective efficacy”. There is also an allusion to the postulates of organisation identity 
regarding the association of a collective/shared identity with failure and change, thus 
suggesting a shift from social to shared, and hence an organisational identity in 
which a small group of people organise and develop an identity.  
In academic literature organisation identity has predominantly been considered to be 
enduring and stable (Albert & Whetten, 1985) and changeable only over long periods 
of time (cf. Dhalla, 2007, p. 245). The definitional attribute of enduring is contested on 
the assumed connotation of rigidity or inflexibility (malleability). Critics argue that it 
should be regarded as continuous as opposed to enduring. Dhalla (2007, p. 245) 
noted that previous studies assumed that the core and distinctive characteristics of 
an organisation were “immutable and unchangeable except over long periods of 
time”, but more recent theory and research suggests that organisational identity is 
enduring yet flexible and can be changed and strengthened. “If organisational identity 
is dynamic and flexible, then this suggests the possibility that organisations could 
construct an organisational identity that provides them with the greatest strategic 
advantage” (Dhalla, 2007, p. 245). 
Scholars who argue in favour of a rigid or inflexible identity (less dynamic/more stable 
quality (‘stickiness’ of the organisation’s identity) base this on the point of 
permanency of identity as per individual identity theory in terms of maintaining a 
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sense of sameness over time (Albert & Whetten, 1985; Van Tonder, 1987, 1999). 
Some scholars argue that the rigidity/stability of identity is dependent on how 
dynamic an organisation environment is (Van Tonder & Lessing, 2003, p. 26; Scott & 
Lane, 2000; Hogg & Terry, 2000; Ashforth & Mael, 1996). In revisiting the Albert and 
Whetten’s (1985) concept of organisational identity, Whetten (2006) fervently 
emphasises the description of organisation identity as comprising three principal 
components, where the central and enduring features differentiate (distinguish) it 
from others. These attributes are referred to as organisational identity claims 
(referents), which define a unique social space and unique pattern of binding 
commitments (Whetten, 2006, p. 220) and become salient when they have the 
potential to alter the collective understanding of who we are as an organisation. 
Scholars who argue in favour of the malleability of organisation identity do so on the 
grounds of it being dynamic and unstable in response to environmental demands 
(Corley, Schultz & Gioia, 2000a; Corley & Gioia, 2004). Corley, et al. (2000a), 
emphasise the theoretical importance of differentiating between endurance and 
continuity simply because endurance implies sameness over time, implying 
permanency, as opposed to continuity, which shifts in interpretation and meaning 
while retaining labels for core beliefs and values that extend over time and context. In 
attempting to support their theoretical assumptions, Gioia and Thomas (1996) found 
empirical evidence for the relationship between organisational identity and change.  
In exploring support for theoretical postulates, Carstens’ (2007) empirical (qualitative) 
study suggested that both the malleability and stability of identity could be observed 
over time. Carstens (2008) concluded that organisation identity is susceptible to 
change but this change is incremental and relatively minuscule compared with the 
environmental turbulence and change the organisation had to navigate. This 
perspective would suggest that although organisation identity changes, it does not 
change as quickly as other organisational facets may do (Carstens, 2008). Albert and 
Whetten (1985) held that the process of organisations undergoing identity change is 
fairly lengthy and incremental over many years. 
Whetten (2006) clarified the central, enduring and distinctive features of 
organisational identity as having a structural standard which comprises a hierarchy of 
features. It is thus inferred that this hierarchy (higher, middle and lower levels) 
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prescribes the definition of organisational identity and gives it its 
stability/permanence. Whetten (2006) holds that a coherent organisational identity 
comprises features from all three levels. The highest level of this hierarchy includes 
social forms, social categories and comparable group memberships, and these are 
deemed more central and enduring. The middle level includes established ties with 
organisations and institutions and the lower level includes distinguishing 
organisational practices, competencies and traits, including specific attributes of 
members, products and services. Accordingly, the higher level identities, deemed 
more central and enduring, which describe the organisation in terms of its ‘particular 
type’ and what it should ideally be, are indicative of an organisation’s identity. So, 
according to Whetten (2006), if something is not a central and enduring feature of an 
organisation, then it is not distinctive, and thus it falls outside the domain specified for 
this concept. (The domain specified for the concept of organisation identity is that it 
must have features that distinguish it from others). Whetten (2006, p. 226) explains 
that oganisation identity references become salient in light of difficult strategic 
challenges and opportunities, including lifecycle transitions, identity referent threats 
(loss of high level identity referents and identity referent incongruence), and violation 
of self-governance.  
Corley et al. (2006) observed that scholars differ in their assumptions about the 
degree to which existing organisation identity can change. They argued, furthermore, 
that the durability of identity is actually contained in the stability of labels used by 
organisation members to express their organisational identity, but that the meaning 
given to these labels is prone to change.  
With the stability/malleability debate still underway largely at a theoretical level, some 
scholars continue to argue that either perception of organisation identity is likely to 
yield a simplistic view of this phenomenon, suggesting that researchers need to be 
mindful of their conceptualisation of organisation identity (Chreim, 2005, p. 588). 
Others are of the view that theoretical discussion has advanced from the debate 
about whether organisational identities change or not or whether they are about 
being different or the same to more contemporary issues about how members 
manage to handle and reconcile demands from shifting perceptual environments 
(Rekom, Corley & Ravasi 2008, p. 184). Either way, additional empirical investigation 
and substantiation is required from scholars of either camp in order to explicate 
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organisational identity in terms of its stability/malleability concept. 
Existential dimension 
The existential dimension of organisation identity has been debated at length in the 
literature. One of the open issues concerns consensus on the operationalisation of 
the concept (Ravasi and van Rekom, 2003). An emergent contribution in this regard 
relates to the existence of different levels of complementary identity constructs – for 
example, the difference between subjectively experienced (i.e. a sense of) identity 
and a more objectively discernable (or a more factual) identity (Van Tonder, 1987, 
1999), or differentiating between objective and perceived identity (Ashforth & Mael, 
1996). Whetten (2006, p. 221) assumes that present organisations are perceived as 
individuals with powers to act as well as responsibilities, and identity is equated with 
the actor’s subjective sense-of-uniqueness (self-view/self-definition) and reflected in 
notions such as self-governance and self-actualisation.  In considering the 
importance of identity in organisation life, particularly in respect to more flexible work 
environments, flatter structures, more teamwork, outsourced competencies, Albert et. 
Al (2000), emphasise the need for an organisation to have a clear sense of identity in 
in turbulent times.  “The sheer scale and range of heterogeneity of people, of groups 
and of social forms more generally fuel greater interest in identity processes and their 
role in organisational theory and practice.(c.f. Albert et al, 2000, p. 14). While Van 
Tonder (1999) has provided some empirical substantiation for the subjective sense-
of-identity, there have been neither theoretical nor empirical contributions on the ‘fact 
of identity’ (FoI) – the focus, in part, of the current study.  
Multiple identities 
Several scholars who view organisation identity as an attribute of the organisation as 
a collective have suggested that organisations possess multiple organisational 
identities – a much-debated subject, and an advance upon those scholars who 
compare this to individual identity (Anteby & Wrzeniewski, 2007; Foreman & 
Whetten, 2002; Pratt & Foreman, 2000a; Whetten, 2006). Debates revolve around 
actual and desired identities (Kiriakidou & Millward, 2000; van Rekom, 1997), identity 
crises and fragmented or poorly integrated identities, or multiple interpretations which 
result in identity ambiguity (Corley and Gioia, 2004). Where organisation identity is a 
tacit phenomenon it is forced into the organisational awareness as a sense-of-
identity, mostly during periods of change or when organisations are about to enter a 
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crisis stage (Whetten, 2006). When this sense of identity is severe (diffusion/loss) it is 
characterised by an identity crisis (Van Tonder, 2004). Van Tonder (1999; 2004c) 
views SoI and FoI as more useful ways of conceptualising multiple organisation 
identities, and argues that Sol in particular influences organisational functioning.  
Corley and Gioia (2004, p. 200) argue more fervently in favour of identity ambiguity 
promoting identity change, which once subjected to a coherent sense of collective 
identity, can emerge in ‘organisation clarity’. An empirical study by Corley and Gioia 
(2004) indicated that the emergent model of identity change revolved around a 
collective state of identity ambiguity (Corley and Gioia, 2004). Identity ambiguity in 
effect provides insight into processes where organisational identity change can 
occur. Identity ambiguity was observed to have occurred when informants in the 
study were uncertain about their sense of organisation identity – i.e. ‘we are not sure 
of who we are right now’ (Corley & Gioia, 2004, p. 193). The findings also revealed 
temporal identity discrepancies, indicating inconsistency between the current 
organisation identity and future organisation identity (Corley & Gioia, 2004). Brown, 
Humphreys and Gurney (2005, p. 314) noted that some authors argue that different 
individuals and groups interpret the ‘same’ organisational identity differently, 
indicating the ambiguous and inconsistent nature of ‘reality’, while others have 
responded by attempting to distinguish various ‘types’ and ‘facets’ of identities 
possessed by organisations. 
There have been other recent contributions on organisation identity which convey the 
expanding interests of scholars, and raise ‘new’ research questions and challenges: 
o Emphasis on identity construction is a more recent contribution to the field of 
organisational identity stemming from the stability/dynamic identity debate. To 
this end some scholars note that the dynamic and flexible nature of 
organisation identity suggests that organisation identity can be constructed, 
and that insight into which factors are involved in identity construction is 
therefore necessary (Dhalla, 2007, p. 245; Chreim, 2005). Identity construction 
will thus contribute to performance and competitive advantage opportunities 
for organisations.  
o Organisation Identity Strength (Kreiner & Ashforth, 2004; Cole & Bruch, 
2006) concerns how deeply or how widely the extent or degree of individual 
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members’ identity perceptions stretch (the extent to which the identity 
perception may be shared). This manifests itself in members’ sense of their 
organisation’s history, traditions and various other organisation-specific 
practices (Gioia & Thomas, 1996). 
o New typologies: alternative orientations that organisations can hold in terms of 
organisation identity, where organisation identity orientation refers to the locus 
of the self-definition of the organisation (as a single entity, as a relational or 
relationship partner or as part of a group). 
o The relationship between organisation identity and organisation culture (Hatch 
& Schultz, 2002; Ravasi & Schultz, 2006). According to Pedersen & Dobbin 
(2006, p. 904) organisational culture scholars find that organisations claim 
uniqueness to establish their identities, but argue that an organisation must 
make claims of being “a distinct member of a genus, and species”.   
o Environmental influence on organisation identity (cf. Rao, Monin & Durand, 
2003). 
5.3. Contribution of this study  
The main contribution of this study is the relevance of organisation identity in terms of 
the organisation identity–organisational performance relationship. In the process of 
exploring this, however, key observations were also made on the existential nature of 
organisation identity and how these relate to the definition of OI in terms of SoI and 
FoI. Although Van Tonder’s (1999) study brought these concepts to the surface, they 
were not adequately explored from an existential perspective. The current study 
empirically highlights the evolution of FoI in terms of its development from comprising 
the central, enduring and distinctive features to include the feature of unifying. 
Moreover, FoI was tested empirically and a relationship between SoI and FoI clearly 
explicated (without doubt), which reveals how SoI manifests in or is reified by FoI.    
The next section commences with key observations on the phenomenon of 
organisation identity, with specific reference to the constructs of FoI and SoI. This is 
followed by a discussion of the temporal nature of organisation identity as observed 
in terms of past SoI and current SoI. Discussion is also provided on the reification of 
SoI in terms of FoI.  
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5.3.1. Key observations: phenomenon of organisation identity  
The present study on the phenomenon of Organisation Identity used the classical 
approach as its point of departure from the frame of the OIT. From this perspective 
the construct of organisation identity is viewed from a subjective and objective point 
of view – namely, SoI defined as a subjective experience of identity; identity crisis 
and FoI defined as those features that are core, enduring , distinctive and unifying. In 
Chapter Three, the definition of organisation identity, as taken from within the 
framework of OIT, was provided. To re-iterate: organisation identity is defined as 
“... a cognitive gestalt or integrative schema of the organisation’s attributes and 
feature which reflect its uniqueness or distinctive, core and enduring character on the 
basis of which it is consistently perceived as unique or one of a kind” (Van Tonder, 
1999, p. 234). The operational definition was argued to comprise two forms of identity 
which are conceptually related. Although, in this study, these constructs (SoI and FoI) 
have been operationalised as different forms of identity, conceptually, they have 
been presented as complementary and interdependent components of organisation 
identity. Whereas SoI indicates the organisation’s subjective awareness of its identity 
(Van Tonder, 1999; 2000) (having an identity awareness which can be experienced 
in terms of identity crisis), FoI indicates those features of the organisation that are 
core to it, distinctive (that distinguish it from similar entities), enduring (those features 
that endure over the years, remaining unaffected by change) and unifying (those 
features that bring the organisation together).  
5.3.1.1  Organisational FoI 
When the concept of organisation identity was introduced in Chapter Two, clarity on 
the definition and the empirical validation of the concept was deemed much overdue 
as a result of the variety of definitions offered. It was also indicated that of the vast 
majority of definitions that were argued for, Albert and Whetten’s (1985, p. 265) 
definition, which defines organisation identity as those features that are central, 
distinctive and enduring, appeared to be the most accepted. Moreover, Van Tonder’s 
(1987, 1999) distinction between organisational fact-of-identity and sense-of-identity 
formed the basis of the operational definition of organisation identity. In Chapter 
Three, specific emphasis was given to the organisation identity concept as the 
combined subjective awareness and objective awareness comprising SoI features for 
the former and features that are core, distinctive and enduring and unifying for the 
 187 
 
latter. To this end, the FoI instrument consisting of the uniqueness dimension was 
elaborated to include dimensions of core, enduring and unifying features. These 
dimensions were studied on the basis of identical features. The data was factor 
analysed for uniqueness (referring to how the organisation would be unique when 
compared to other similar organisations), core (referring to those elements that are 
essential or at the heart of the organisation), endurance (referring to that which has 
always been present and which is not affected by time or changed circumstances) 
and unifying (referring to those elements that bind the organisation as a single unit). 
The findings are discussed firstly with regard to the structure of FoI, and secondly in 
relation to the variation among companies based on FoI.  
Factor analysis on the uniqueness (distinctiveness) dimension resulted in a four 
factor structure, namely:  
 Organisation Capability  
 Strategic Direction  
 Leadership  
 Past Corporate Identity  
The core (central) dimension was observed to have a three factor structure, namely 
 Strategic Architecture  
 Organisation Marketplace Identification  
 Core Capability  
The dimension of endurance was observed to have a four factor structure: 
 Enduring Expertise and Clients  
 Enduring Values System  
 Enduring Name and Purpose  
 Marketplace acknowledgement of Organisation Capability 
The unifying dimension had a three factor structure 
 Leadership Role 
 Corporate Identity  
 Market-Related Capability 
Through the statistical findings of this study, FoI is also observed to be emerging as 
an observable and measurable organisation identity construct at an empirical level. 
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Clear factor structures have paved the way for further research on the FoI construct. 
The observed FoI structure also indicates that it is related to specific organisational 
attributes such as strategy, mission, technology, leadership, staff, clients, et cetera. 
The relevance and potential contribution to organisational functioning was also 
observed with regard to variation among the participating companies. FoI was 
perceived to be different for each of the participating companies. A very high degree 
of variation was noted for those factors that made up the enduring dimension of FoI. 
This would thus lend support for Whetten’s (2006, p. 224) view that if something is 
not a central and enduring feature then it is not likely to be invoked as a 
distinguishing feature of an organisation. According to the enduring definitional 
standard, legitimate identity claims are, generally speaking, those organisational 
elements that have withstood the test of time (Whetten, 2006, p. 224). Scott and 
Lane (2000, p. 144) argue that “enduring identities are … built on common values” 
and “organisations engaging in transitory relationships … create an opportunity to 
reinvent themselves continually … which may well be an adaptive form, given 
environmental instability”.  
One of the key findings of this study is that FoI is observable at an empirical level. 
Apart from providing confirmation of Fol’s dimensions and providing clarity as to its 
structure, this study also contributed by developing terms of confirming at an 
empirical level that FoI would differentiate one company from another. The next 
section comments on the relationship between SoI and FoI.  
5.3.1.2  Organisational SoI  
The subjective view of organisation identity, namely SoI, was researched from a past 
and current perspective (Van Tonder, 1999). The rationale for this approach, i.e. past 
and present perceptions, included the fact that Van Tonder’s (1999) study firstly 
confirmed the presence of a relationship between organisation identity and 
organisational performance and found that there is likely to be a temporal effect 
(before and after) on perceptions of organisation identity and organisational 
performance. In addition, the same study (Van Tonder, 1999) also concluded that 
participating organisations demonstrated distinct identities. The ensuing discussion 
firstly provides comments on the structure of SoI, which indicates that substantial 
similarities/convergences are observed in the structure of the SoI construct across 
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this and two other studies, and, secondly, comments on any observed differences 
among the participating companies with regard to SoI.  
Specific themes on the SoI construct (past SoI and current SoI) are observed. 
Themes for past SoI include:  
 Past Strength and Clarity of Character  
 Past Organisational Uniqueness  
 Past Identity Certainty 
 Past Organisation Unity  
 Past Organisation Personality Integration   
As far as current SoI is concerned, themes on the structure were as follows: 
 Strength, Stability and Consistency of the Character of the organisation  
 Uniqueness and Distinctiveness of the organisation  
 Organisation Personality: Degree of Integration   
Table 5.2 tabulates the past and present themes, from which it can be seen (and 
thus concluded) that for the population group sampled in this study, a specific 
structure of the SoI construct can be observed.  
Table 5.2: Structure themes for past SoI and current SoI 
Historical SoI Current SoI 
Past Strength and Clarity of Character Strength of Identity 
Past organisational uniqueness Unique and distinct organisation 
Past organisation personality integration Organisation personality: degree of 
integration 
Past organisation unity 
 
Past identity certainty 
 
When these themes are compared to other studies on the SoI construct, some 
interesting observations can be made. In a study by Van Tonder (2006b), for a 
sample comprising participants from the Retail, Healthcare, Industrial/Food and 
Financial Industries sectors (N = 499), the following themes on the structure of SoI 
were observed: 
 General SoI (Current SoI)  
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 Clarity of Character  
 Organisational Uniqueness  
In another study by Van Tonder (2008a), comprising participants from government, 
NGOs and the private sector (N = 674), the following themes on the structure were 
observed: 
 Strength/Clarity of identity  
 Sense of Unity/Solidarity  
 Organisational Uniqueness  
 Identity Development/in progress  
One of the key observations from this study and the two summarised above is that 
consistency in the structure of SoI is observed to be emerging,  in terms of  Strength 
and Clarity of Character and Organisational Uniqueness/Distinctiveness.  These 
themes are more closely aligned to the classical definition of organisation identity 
(Albert and Whetten, 1985; Van Tonder, 1999).  Themes of Personality 
Integration/Identity Development and Organisation Unity are also observed. These 
further indicate different identity statuses ranging from clear and strong to identity 
which is developing. These findings are similar to Van Tonder’s (2006b) observations 
which was found to be consistent with ego- identity status based on the concept of 
ego identity. “Marcia’s (1966, 1967, 1976) work revealed identity to reflect a 
continuuim with various identity statuses conveyed by different postions on this 
continuum. (c.f. Van Tonder, 2006b). 
Given these observations it may be concluded that consistency is observable with 
regard to the SoI construct. One of the key considerations is that SoI can assume 
variable statuses ranging from strong to weak or developing which would suggest a 
positive or negative identity.  Other themes have appeared more sporadically, 
suggesting that more research is required involving the participation of larger and 
diverse samples. The construct still needs refinement, and perhaps the use of a 
standard instrument with a theoretical and empirical elaboration of scales and sub-
scales will address some of the inconsistencies observed in order to arrive at a more 
conclusive structure of SoI. Further research will also be beneficial given the dynamic 
dimension of solidarity/unity.  
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5.3.1.3  The temporal nature of OI: past and present SoI  
Progressing from the argument that SoI would offer an observation on a 
change/action performance lag (Van Tonder, 1999), the measure of past SoI was 
incorporated in this study. The intention was to observe, at an empirical level, any 
relationship between past SoI and current performance. Before embarking on this 
exercise it was deemed prudent first to observe the inter-correlation between past 
and current SoI. The purpose of this would be to provide an understanding of the 
relatedness or association of the two constructs as they would be influenced by time 
and/or would influence organisational performance accordingly.  
Chapter Four provided the results of the correlation analyses of these constructs. 
Several strong inter-correlations were observed between the past and current SoI 
(section 4.3.3). These correlations firstly indicate that these factors are positively 
associated and their relationship manifest over time. Secondly, although we separate 
these constructs in terms of past and current the fact that they correlate indicates the 
endurance of these constructs over time. The empirical establishment of the 
relationship between past SoI and current SoI provides support for the enduring 
aspect of Albert and Whetten’s (1985) definition of organisation identity, which 
contributes to the distinctiveness and uniqueness of the organisation and which in 
theory influences organisational functioning.  
The strongest relationship observed was between Past Organisational Uniqueness 
and Unique and Distinct Organisation. This provides empirical evidence that the 
feature of uniqueness is a characteristic that would endure. Of significance is the fact 
that, for this study, it is also a characteristic that would differentiate the organisation 
from other (similar) organisations and this can be expected to prevail over time.  
Past Strength and Clarity of Character and Strong, Stable and Consistent Character 
were also observed to be strongly related, thus indicating that an organisation that 
had a strong and clear character would endure and demonstrate the same strength 
and clarity of character over time.   
Another aspect of note is the strong correlation between Past Organisation Unity and 
Strong and Stable Character (r = 0.411), thus implying that an organisation that was 
unified in the past would sustain a strong and stable character over time. Based on 
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these inter-correlations it may be concluded that features such as uniqueness and 
distinctiveness, a strong, clear and stable character and unity of an organisation’s 
SoI endure over time. By virtue of this endurance, characteristics such as uniqueness 
and strength and clarity of character can be sustained and influenced to achieve a 
desired outcome.  
Whereas previous theoretical offerings have assumed that the distinctive 
characteristics of an organisation was less dynamic/more stable over time (Scott & 
Lane, 2000), more recent theoretical research has suggested that organisational 
identity is enduring yet flexible and can be changed (Dhalla, 2007, p. 245). The 
empirical findings provide preliminary support for this argument on the basis of the 
organisation’s SoI. These observations suggest that whereas the tacit collectively 
held phenomenon of identity as “one’s ability to maintain inner sameness and 
continuity, matched by sameness and continuity of one’s meaning for others” 
appears to be less malleable (and hence more stable) than may have been argued in 
the literature in the past (Erikson, 1959, pp. 59–102), avenues are now opening to 
consider the flexibility/malleability of the concept. Carstens (2008) argued, from an 
empirical perspective, that organisational identity is susceptible to change, but does 
not change as quickly as other organisational facets do. However, this should be the 
subject of specific longitudinal studies that aim to purposefully explore the 
organisation identity–change relationship. 
The next section discusses the FoI concept and specific observations and 
conclusions in relation to it. 
5.3.1.4 Reification of OI: SoI/FoI relationship  
The purpose of OI, according to the OIT framework (van Tonder, 2004) was to define 
and distinguish the organisation from its environment.  To this end awareness of OI 
would enable the organisation to evolve or adapt in accordance with environmental 
demands that would potentially threaten the existence or survival of the organisation. 
Yet, in accordance with literature based on the classical tradition of this concept, this 
concept is regarded as being prevalent as a tacit framework within the organisation 
shared by employees and one which has an impact on the functioning of the 
organisation as it invariable guides and directs decisions and action pertaining to the 
organisation. From a conceptual point of view, organisation identity, as a tacitly held 
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self-description of an organisation has most often been described as those features 
that are central, distinctive and enduring in an organisation (Albert & Whetten, 1985, 
p. 265)  as well as an answer to the question who am I (as an organisation)?   
Studies advanced by Van Tonder (1999, 2006a, 2006b) have provided the platform 
for the measurement of this notion in these different forms namely, “fact” of identity 
(FoI) and the “sense” of identity (SoI). The former indicates more objectively 
discernable dimensions whist the latter refers to the subjective awareness of 
possessing an identity or otherwise. In terms of FoI, the objective dimensions would 
refer to features that are perceived by the external environment thus suggesting an 
inter-organisational perspective on features that are deemed unique, enduring, core 
and unifying, such as enduring leadership, strategy, market positioning amongst 
others. By contrast, SoI, essentially refers to an intra-organisational perspective of OI 
which is held as a collective awareness of the organisation’s identity of who or what 
the organisation is, and which is most likely to manifest in times of crises.  
According to Van Tonder (2004), the awareness of SoI occurs mainly during periods 
of change and when identity is perceived as inadequate or inappropriate. According 
to Van Tonder (1999), the collectively held tacit descriptions of who or what the 
organisation is, is developed as part of social settings and meetings, workshops etc. 
(internally). These collectively held tacit descriptions of who or what the organisation 
is then benchmarked against similar organisations in the industry and conclusions 
are integrated back into the tacit self-description. OI is collectively held at a 
preconscious level by employees and constituencies (e.g. management, labour, 
clients, partners, and other stakeholders) as tacit understandings of who and what 
the organisation is relative to other, similar institutions. These understandings 
develop and evolve mostly in social settings/collective endeavours such as 
management meetings, social gatherings, workshops or retreats, and planning 
sessions and are constructed through sharing character-relevant knowledge 
(obtained from both the environment and the organisation). Identity-relevant 
knowledge is analysed, weighed, compared with role models or benchmarks in the 
industry (“position markers”) and conclusions are integrated in the organisation’s tacit 
“self-description”. Van Tonder (1999) has argued that the extent to which this tacit 
self-description reflects the organisation as a distinctive, unified and enduring entity 
to itself (the social collective comprised of employees, management, and related  
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stakeholders), to this extent the organisation will subjectively experience a sense of 
strong, clear and distinctive identity. Thus the concept of OI is reified by virtue of the 
relationship between FoI and SoI.  
Whereas SoI and FoI represent different forms of identity, they are construed as 
complementary and interdependent components of an organisation’s identity the 
existence of which is real and tangible.  The conceptualisation of OI as two different 
forms has allowed for the empirical study of them in different forms. Inter-correlations 
indicate firstly that these forms of identity are related to one another and secondly 
indicate the covariance nature of this relationship.  
One of the conclusions based on the observed relatedness is that while SoI and FoI 
may be manifested and measured as different forms of organisation identity, by virtue 
of their very nature they complement each other and are therefore highly likely to 
influence each other. Operationally this would imply that tacitly held notions of 
identity (SoI past or SoI present) relate to the observable manifestations of the 
organisation’s identity (FoI). This would suggest that altering key organisational 
constructs/dimensions could influence tacitly held notions of identity or other related 
concepts and in so doing manipulate them to meet the needs of the organisation at 
any given point. 
In this study, the strongest (positive) correlation for past SoI and FoI was observed 
between Past Strength and Clarity of Character and Strategic Architecture of the 
Core dimension. This indicates, firstly, that these dimensions are related, and, 
secondly, it shows that this relationship is positive and would co-vary accordingly. For 
example, the stronger the Past Strength and Clarity of Character in terms of the 
organisation’s sense of identity, clear character and consistent conduct and 
appearance in the past, the stronger the strategic architecture is likely to be in terms 
of strategy, values, management, leadership, reputation, mission, structure and staff. 
The inter-correlations also indicate that Past Strength and Clarity of Character and 
Past Organisational Uniqueness have positive correlations with all features of FoI. 
This allows for the conclusion that the subjective awareness of the organisation is 
related to the objective awareness. 
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Insofar as features of current SoI and FoI was concerned, strong and positive 
correlations were observed between Strength and Stability of Character for current 
SoI and all FoI dimensions as well as between Unique and Distinct Organisation for 
current SoI and all features of FoI dimensions. The inter-correlations obtained 
underscore the nature of this relationship. The dimensions are strongly and positively 
associated with one another, implying a relationship of co-variance, i.e. strong SoI 
dimensions would be associated with strong FoI dimensions, and, conversely, weak 
SoI dimensions would be associated with weak FoI dimensions. An organisation with 
a high SoI and high FoI would be a company more in touch with itself. Such intuition 
can be used to determine what makes an organisation effective, and would thus 
influence organisational strategy in terms of competition, or transformation, 
globalisation etc. The tacit construct of SoI is socially constructed: none of the 
individuals know about it or know that others know about it, yet it exists collectively. 
This collective existence manifests itself in the objective sense and this argument 
confirms the theory (van Tonder, 1987).  
SoI and FoI represent different forms of identity, but are complementary and 
interdependent components of an organisation’s identity. The conceptualisation of 
identity as two different forms has allowed for the measurement of them in different 
forms. Inter-correlations indicate firstly how these forms of identity are related to one 
another, allowing for triangulation at a level of conceptualising the identity 
phenomenon. Secondly, they reveal the nature of the relationship of these concepts. 
Significant and strong correlations were observed between factors of SoI (past) and 
certain factors of FoI as well as between current SoI and FoI, thus confirming their 
inter-relatedness.  
One of the conclusions based on the observed relatedness is that while SoI and FoI 
may be manifested and measured as different forms of organisation identity, by virtue 
of their nature they complement each other and are therefore highly likely to 
influence each other. Operationally this would imply that tacitly held notions of 
identity (SoI past or SoI present) are related to the observable manifestations of the 
organisation’s identity (FoI). This would suggest that altering key organisational 
constructs/dimensions could influence tacitly held notions of identity or other related 
concepts. 
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In this study, the strongest (positive) correlation for past SoI and FoI was observed 
between Past Strength and Clarity of Character and Strategic Architecture of the 
Core dimension. This indicates, firstly, that these dimensions are related, and, 
secondly, it shows that this relationship is positive and would co-vary accordingly. For 
example, the stronger the Past Strength and Clarity of Character in terms of the 
organisation’s sense of identity, clear character and consistent conduct and 
appearance in the past, the stronger the strategic architecture is likely to be in terms 
of strategy, values, management, leadership, reputation, mission, structure and staff. 
The inter-correlations also indicate that Past Strength and Clarity of Character and 
Past Organisational Uniqueness have positive correlations with all features of FoI. 
This allows for the conclusion that the subjective awareness of the organisation is 
related to the objective awareness. 
Insofar as features of current SoI and FoI was concerned, strong and positive 
correlations were observed between Strength and Stability of Character for current 
SoI and all FoI dimensions as well as between Unique and Distinct Organisation for 
current SoI and all features of FoI dimensions. The inter-correlations obtained 
underscore the nature of this relationship. The dimensions are strongly and positively 
associated with one another, implying a relationship of co-variance, i.e. strong SoI 
dimensions would be associated with strong FoI dimensions, and, conversely, weak 
SoI dimensions would be associated with weak FoI dimensions. An organisation with 
a high SoI and high FoI would be a company more in touch with itself. Such intuition 
can be used to determine what makes an organisation effective, and would thus 
influence organisational strategy in terms of competition, or transformation, 
globalisation etc. The tacit construct of SoI is socially constructed: none of the 
individuals know about it or know that others know about it, yet it exists collectively. 
This collective existence manifests itself in the objective sense and this argument 
confirms the theory (van Tonder, 1987).  
5.3.1.5  Conclusion 
In considering the contribution of this study, at the outset it was stated that in the 
process of establishing the relevance of organisation identity in terms of its 
relationship with organisational performance, key observations would be made on the 
existential nature of organisation identity and how these relate to the definition of OI 
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in terms of SoI and FoI. It was argued in section 3.3.2.1. that the concept of 
organisation identity is best operationalised by combining the objective perception of 
core, distinctive and enduring features (Albert & Whetten, 1985) and unifying features 
(Van Tonder, 1999) with the organisational sense-of-identity as the more subjective 
awareness of the organisation’s identity. This operational definition of FoI and SoI 
was used from within the ambit of the OIT in this study. 
Regarding the existential nature of the organisation identity concept, through the 
statistical findings of this study, the concept of the organisation’s FoI was observed 
and measured at an empirical level. Clear factor structures were obtained for each of 
the dimensions of the FoI, namely of the core, enduring and distinctive dimensions 
(Albert and Whetten, 1985) as well as the unifying dimension (Van Tonder, 1987, 
1999). The FoI concept was also found to be different for each of the participating 
companies, providing empirical justification for the distinguishing component of the 
operational definition. The SoI component of the organisation identity concept, 
regarded as that aspect of the identity of the organisation that is tacit and collectively 
held and that manifests only during change or crisis, was also observable and 
measurable at an empirical level. Clear factor structures were also obtained and 
these were comparable to two other studies (Van Tonder, 2006a, 2008), confirming 
consistency in the factor structure. SoI was also observed to distinguish the three 
participating companies.  
Based on the discussion above, clear relationships between the past and current SoI 
have been empirically observed. Strong co-variant correlations have also been 
observed between the tacitly held notion of SoI and the more objectively held notion 
of FoI. Based on these inter-correlations, it may be concluded that features such as 
uniqueness and distinctiveness, a strong, clear and stable character and unity of the 
organisation’s SoI endure over time. By virtue of their endurance, characteristics 
such as uniqueness and strength and clarity of character can be sustained and/or 
revealed and influenced to achieve a desired outcome. These observations suggest 
that avenues are now opening to consider the flexibility/malleability of the concept of 
SoI. However, this should be the subject of specific longitudinal studies that aim to 
purposefully explore the organisation identity–change relationship. 
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The strong (and positive) correlations for past SoI and FoI would support the 
conclusion that the subjective awareness of the organisation is related to the 
objective awareness. This study has revealed that FoI is far more evolved and 
elaborate than was previously thought. The relationship between SoI and FoI has 
also been clearly demonstrated (without doubt), which reveals how SoI manifests in 
or is reified by FoI. 
The next section addresses the relevance of the organisation identity–organisational 
performance relationship.  
5.4. Relevance: The relationship of organisation identity and organisational 
performance  
In Chapter Two (refer to section 2.4.5), the relevance of organisation identity to 
organisational performance was argued to be taken for granted despite the lack of 
meaningful empirical research. This created a need for an empirical case to be 
made, in addition to some empirical studies (Van Tonder, 1999; Voss, Cable & Voss, 
2006) that have already explored this relationship. Consequently, the main objective 
of this research was to establish at an empirical level whether a relationship between 
organisation identity and organisational performance exists. The nature of this 
relationship also needs to be understood in terms of the impact of organisation 
identity on organisational performance.  
The OIT (Van Tonder, 1999) was used as the framework for this study regarding the 
nature and direction of the organisation identity and organisational performance 
relationship. Accordingly the theory posits that an increase in the clarity and strength 
of the organisation’s identity would imply improved performance. To this end, 
correlations between the variables were conducted to establish the relation between 
organisation identity and organisational performance, as well as determine the 
magnitude and direction of this relationship at an empirical level. The findings 
respond to the study objectives: 
“1.4.3.4. To empirically investigate the relationship (if any) between the more 
objective FoI and organisational performance.” 
“1.4.3.5. To empirically investigate the relationship (if any) between SoI and the 
organisation’s performance.” 
Inter-correlations between the factors of FoI and organisational performance factors 
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revealed strong and positive relations among them (p < 0.01 in all cases). All factors 
of Unique, Core and Unifying had positive relations with performance features. Such 
a relationship would indicate the co-variant nature of the relationship, in that as one 
factor of a variable increases so would the related factor of the other variable. The 
factors are thus strongly associated with one another, for example the strongest 
correlation was observed to be between Strategic Architecture and Employee 
Satisfaction. This implies that the stronger the Strategic Architecture is in terms of 
strategy, values, management, leadership, reputation, mission, structure and staff, 
the stronger the employee satisfaction would be in terms of satisfaction, trust, respect 
and acceptance of the leaders and satisfaction with quality of supervision, employee 
empowerment, warmth and friendliness of working atmosphere, satisfaction with 
salary and fringe benefits and uniqueness of the individual and group, among other 
things.  
In keeping with the stipulated methodology of the study, the factors of SoI (past and 
current) were also correlated with the factors of organisational performance. Inter-
correlations between factors of past SoI and organisational performance revealed 
strong relations between Past Strength and Clarity of Character and all performance 
factors and between Past Organisation Unity and all performance factors. This would 
indicate that the organisation identity construct of Strength and Clarity of Character 
co-varies with organisational performance, as do the constructs of unity and 
organisational performance.  
Inter-correlations among the factors of current SoI and organisational performance 
revealed many positive correlations. The overall nature of the relationships was 
positive, mainly with medium effect sizes. Of significance is that only two factors of 
the three factor structure of current SoI, namely Strength of Identity and Unique and 
Distinct Organisation, correlated positively with all factors of organisational 
performance. Although the effects are medium to large and in a few instances small, 
they nevertheless indicate that the factors are associated with one another and a 
change in one would be related to a change in the other. By influencing a specific 
factor of SoI, a related factor of organisational performance could be manipulated, 
through relevant intervention to, for instance, improve performance. 
The correlation of SoI with organisational performance and FoI with organisational 
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performance, respectively, was expected to be similar. However, a stronger and 
more consistent correlation between FoI factors and organisational performance as 
opposed to SoI factors and organisational performance factors was observed. These 
differences may be accounted for in terms of the theory that actual organisational 
features (FoI) are more ‘tangible’ (concrete) and visible to employees than SoI, which 
is conceptually more removed from organisational performance, making the link with 
FoI more plausible. It is hypothesised that SoI is premised on FoI (i.e. a causal 
relationship where FoI predicts SoI). There may also potentially be other moderator 
variables such as leadership, organisation focus and/or organisation lifecycle stage 
that influence this relation, and research in these areas needs to be encouraged and 
conducted. 
Most of the relationships between the factors of SoI (past) and organisational 
performance, SoI (present) and organisational performance and FOI and 
organisational performance were meaningful for the research population and sample 
used in this study. It may thus be concluded that significant relationships of co-
variance exist between certain factors of organisation identity and organisational 
performance.  
The causality of the OI–OP relationship was also tested through regression analyses. 
In terms of FoI, the best predictor of performance was recorded on those features 
that unify the organisation (see section 4.5.5). To this end, all significant factors were 
regressed on the overall performance factor for organisational performance. The 
statistical findings revealed, firstly, that a combination of organisation identity factors 
(SoI and FoI) has a high predictive nature. Certain factors of organisation identity had 
relatively strong predictability for organisational performance. These include 
predictors such as Leadership Role (FoI factor), Historical Certainty of 
Character/identity (SoI factor), Organisation Enduring Values System (FoI factor) and 
Current Unified Organisation (SoI factor). These predictors indicate that factors from 
both the constructs of organisation identity predict organisational performance. A 
similar trend is observed in other empirical studies: Adj. R2 = 0.734 (van Tonder, 
2006b). The predictors in Van Tonder’s (2006b) study included culture, SoI, 
development stage, focus, uniqueness and difficulties (operational challenges). 
These findings thus strongly suggest that organisation identity has predictive power 
and stands in a causal relationship to organisational performance as postulated by 
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the OIT. Based on this it may be concluded that the concept of organisation identity 
can be used to predict organisational performance. Inherently, once the concept of 
organisation identity is brought to the surface and perceived, it can be influenced and 
manipulated, which, in turn, by virtue of the nature of the relationship it has with 
organisational performance, can influence organisational performance.  
By virtue of this, the objective of empirically investigating the relationship (if any) 
between the more objective fact-of-identity of an organisation and organisational 
performance has been achieved and consequently confirmed. The objective of 
establishing the relative influence of these variables on organisational performance 
has also been achieved and reported in terms of the co-variance of the variables. 
Building on Van Tonder’s (1999) study and isolating organisation identity and 
organisational performance as key variables, this study has provided a substantive 
empirical basis in support of theoretical arguments that argue for the existence of 
identity as a concept as well as those arguments that associate an organisation’s 
identity with its performance (Van Tonder, 1999, 2004a). The empirical findings of 
this research have confirmed that the concept of organisation identity exists within an 
organisation, which in turn lends support to the classical tradition. Organisation 
identity can be observed in the form of the strength of the character of the 
organisation, its uniqueness/distinctiveness, organisation personality and enduring 
features such as mission, values and beliefs, ideologies, leadership, and 
competencies.  
Empirically this study has thus provided a platform to test the theory on the existence 
and nature of a relationship between organisation identity and organisational 
performance. The study has shown that organisation entity does exist at an applied 
level and that the perception of it may vary over time and may be influenced by 
critical incidents. Furthermore, it has a unidirectional influence on performance: i.e. a 
strong organisation identity suggests strong perceived performance while the 
converse also applies (a weak organisation identity suggests weak performance). 
This conclusion provides empirical support for theoretical arguments that have 
suggested that organisation identity will impact on many organisational variables, 
with specific reference to organisational performance (including an organisation’s 
 202 
 
ability to adapt and survive), as well as organisational effectiveness, among other 
things.  
5.5. Implications of the findings of the study  
The findings of this study have implications firstly for the OIT with specific reference 
to the essence of the theory, and, secondly, it has implications at an applied level – 
the pervasive impact of OI on OP. In this regard, the empirical findings of the current 
study potentially influence the management of organisations in that they draw 
attention to the nature of identity and its impact on organisational functioning. The 
next sections consider the implications of these findings. 
5.5.1 Organisation Identity Theory (OIT)  
Organisation identity as a holistic property of the organisation has been researched 
mostly from the ‘classical approach’, as evidenced in work by Albert and Whetten 
(1985), Dutton and Dukerich (1991), Gioia and Thomas (1996), Van Tonder (1987, 
1999, 2006a) and Carstens (2008). Van Tonder (1999) observed that the theory on 
organisation identity was characterised by multiple, largely fragmented contributions 
lacking coherent systemic theories. The difficulties associated with the definitional 
properties of organisation identity and incomplete theoretical frameworks have been 
regarded as the key contributing factors to the paucity of empirical studies on 
organisation identity. Against this background, the OIT represents one of the more 
considered and comprehensive theories of organisation identity and was developed 
from a thorough analysis of the origins of the identity construct, related and 
supporting identity constructs and theories (cf. Van Tonder, 1987), and the 
incorporation of systems and differentiation theories (Van Tonder, 1999). 
Organisation Identity Theory (OIT) is arguably one of the more complete, systemic 
and coherent theories of organisation identity (see section 2.4.2). The OIT defines 
and positions organisation identity within the framework of an encompassing theory 
of human and organismic functioning, and consequently organisational functioning. 
The theory outlines the role, purpose, construal, dynamics and consequences of 
organisation identity, which opens up a range of research possibilities and makes it 
an appropriate framework for the present study. 
Using the OIT framework, this study has empirically expanded on and confirmed 
several assumptions and premises: 
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 the existence of organisation identity in a group context as a unit of analysis by 
researching the concept of identity as it is perceived/exists in an organisational 
setting 
 the nature of the organisation identity concept as defined by the theory in terms 
of verifying the two types of organisation identity, namely, SoI and FoI, by 
providing empirical clarity on the features of organisation identity 
 the impact of the concept on organisational functioning in terms of, firstly, its 
relationship to organisational performance and, secondly, the predictive nature 
of the concept in its objective and subjective form, thus elaborating on the 
causal relationship between the organisation identity concept and organisational 
performance (functioning) at an empirical level 
 the use of the concept in differentiating between different organisations or 
suggesting its distinctive nature. 
The findings lend credibility to the use of Organisation Identity Theory as a 
framework for the empirical testing of the organisation identity phenomenon as 
founded in the classical approach. For the OIT the findings of this study offer 
empirical support for the essentials of OIT in terms of the: 
 constructs FoI and SoI.  In terms of SoI, the existence of the construct on a 
continuuim provides preliminary support for the hypothesised construct of an 
identity crisis especially in the context of mergers and change and it relation to 
organisational performance. 
 purpose and key dynamic of organisational survival in terms of differentiation, 
and needed adaptation,  
 dynamics of salience of identity during upheaval and change, and, most 
importantly,  
 key hypothesis of the strength of identity, which, when more focused, performs 
better and tolerates radical change better than identity-weak organisations.  
It has also provided empirical data that addresses identity in organisational settings 
from within a systemic psychological framework. This study has provided justification 
for the use of this framework at an empirical level, and has yielded plausible results 
and arguments for its use in the study of organisation identity. More specifically, the 
present study confirms the conclusions of the different studies undertaken from within 
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the framework of OIT, particularly the empirically validated and reliable relationship 
between SoI and FoI. Like the Van Tonder (1999) study, this research demonstrated 
the relationship between organisation identity and soft measures of organisational 
performance.  
In terms of the postulated relationship between organisation identity and 
organisational performance, this study has demonstrated the existence and nature of 
the relationship at an empirical level and shown that an increase in the clarity and 
strength of the organisation’s identity will result in an increase in the organisation’s 
performance. The converse also holds true. The acknowledgement of this 
relationship is likely to empower organisations to avoid organisation dysfunction and 
in turn provide opportunities to improve performance in cases where performance is 
a problem. In this regard, management should be concerned to create a strong and 
clear identity.  
Further validation of the definitional parameters saw the incorporation of unifying 
features that tend to unify the organisation (sense of unity/solidarity) within the 
definitional parameters. In this regard, the data analysis revealed that features that 
unify the organisation are not only observable but are likely to influence the 
performance of an organisation. This adds to the understanding of how OIT 
underpins our theorising on organisation identity in organisations, especially with 
regard to its influence on organisational relations functioning.  
This study also provides validation for empirical progression of OIT, with a particular 
focus on organisation identity in the study of the organisation as a unit of analysis in 
addition to some of the recent empirical studies (Carstens, 2007; Van Tonder, 2006a; 
2006b) (see section 2.4.3). The OIT framework has provided an adequate structure 
to guide further empirical evidence on the organisation identity phenomenon and its 
relevance to organisations. Although it has been noted that the empirical validation of 
the theoretical premises and postulates is limited, this study contributes to the 
development of research on organisation identity from within the OIT framework. 
This study also contributes to emergent theories that combine psychology and 
management and organisation theory in the application of the concept. While identity 
is fundamentally a psychological entity, the concept of identity in organisations can 
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primarily be located at a theoretical level in the management sciences (Van Tonder, 
1999). This study had endeavoured to place the spotlight on the influence of a 
psychological concept such as identity on organisational functioning. In this regard 
Van Tonder (2008b) advanced the empirical development of an Eriksonian theory on 
organisation identity. To this end the phenomenon was observed as being socially 
constructed and tacit in nature, and comprising FoI and SoI. The current study has 
provided initial confirmation of the existence and measurability of these constructs at 
an empirical level. It has also provided pointers as to its role in organisational 
survival, namely organisational performance. Although these tentative empirical 
results are encouraging, further testing in different settings is required.   
The definitional parameters tested in this study also allow for the alignment of the 
definition with Erikson’s theory of organisation identity (E-OI Theory). In terms of E-OI 
Theory, identity is socially constructed, is tacit in nature and would typically comprise 
FoI (core, enduring, distinctive and unifying features) and SoI (the subjective 
experience of identity and identity crisis), although this is tentative and requires 
empirical results based on a larger sample (Van Tonder, 2008b). The key dynamic is 
organisational survival, placing emphasis on differentiation, adaptation, focus and 
performance for survival and longevity (van Tonder, 2008b). This study has observed 
and measured OI (SoI and FoI) within the organisation as a unit of analysis and as a 
concept that influences the performance of the organisation. It has also indicated at 
an empirical level that a stronger identity is likely to be associated with better 
performance. 
5.5.2.  Significance of the findings at an applied level 
Several authors (Labich, 1994, De Geus, 1997, Van Tonder, 1999) have highlighted 
the link between organisational performance and organisation identity. Although 
empirical research to this end has been scarce, it has been argued that identity is 
related to performance and many have agreed that Organisation Identity has a 
pervasive impact on Organisational Performance. The few empirical studies (Van 
Tonder, 1999, 2006a, Voss, Cable & Voss, 2006) that have been conducted have 
been largely explanatory in nature and also, arguably, insufficient to support the 
Organisation Identity–Organisational Performance relationship. In this regard, the 
empirical findings of the current study potentially influence the management of 
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organisations in that they draw attention to the nature of identity and its impact on 
organisational functioning. They also provide new and alternate avenues towards 
performance improvement through the measurement and manipulation of a concept 
that is arguably more accessible than other concepts. Furthermore, identity allows 
one to work at a preconscious level; hence one can bring this to the surface and 
manipulate it far more easily than, say, culture. It also allows for taking account of 
identity at management levels, as well as at the level of individual performance. 
Furthermore, it allows one to work with the core dimensions of the organisation 
without difficulties/complexities of other influences. 
Theoretical contributions on Organisation Identity (Albert & Whetten, 1985; Ashforth 
& Mael, 1989; Diamond, 1991, 1993; Dutton & Dukerich, 1991 and Van Tonder, 
1987, 1999) indicate that Organisation Identity impacts on the organisation and its 
functioning (and indirectly performance) in terms of, inter alia: 
 Organisational effectiveness  
 Survival capabilities and change resilience 
 Cultivating loyalty and support among different stakeholders. 
From an organisational effectiveness perspective it has been argued that companies 
with a clear and strong identity are likely to perform strongly. By contrast, 
organisations that have diffuse and unclear identities are likely to perform poorly. The 
implication here is that organisations must firstly acknowledge the existence of 
identity within the organisation and, secondly, understand its influence on 
performance. It is therefore imperative that management considers the need for 
improving and strengthening the identity of the organisation. 
The findings of the present study also highlighted the ability of organisation identity 
(operationalised as SoI and FoI) to differentiate between companies. Organisation 
identity can thus be used as a unique identifier for the company. This feature can 
contribute to the creation of competitive advantage based on the strength of the 
organisation identity.  
The establishment of strong statistical and practical relations between the past and 
current SoI suggests that the organisation’s sense-of-identity can be observed over 
time. Observations on the responses in this research indicated that although the 
manifestation of respective identities in the past were somewhat different to 
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manifestations at present, a strong relationship between past and present was 
observed, particularly with regard to the strength and stability of character and the 
uniqueness/distinctiveness of the organisation. Management implications in this 
regard would suggest that identity can be manipulated in order to improve 
perceptions of it with regard to its strength and uniqueness. Likewise, on the 
interrelatedness of SoI and FoI, the significant relations observed between the two 
continuous variables suggest that subjective perceptions of identity relate 
significantly to objective responses. These relationships are expected to influence the 
organisation’s strategic direction and profile, which in turn would influence its 
performance.  
Organisation identity can also be used to cultivate loyalty and support among an 
organisation’s employees. This study gives momentum to the concept of identity, as 
it is emerging as a construct that we can take cognisance of in organisational 
functioning. A major implication for research and organisational management is that 
organisations will have to be more cognisant of their organisations’ level of identity 
development when implementing change. Secondly, perhaps there is room for a 
concept of organisational identity that is used to achieve optimal performance of its 
workforce. Identity theory would then become an important tool in the kit of any 
change manager as he or she seeks to meet the ever growing developmental needs 
of a growing organisation.  
In addition, this study perhaps assists in shifting the paradigm as to how 
organisations are viewed. Previously, organisations may have been viewed as static, 
stagnant places of work. Now more light is being shed on the dynamic nature of 
organisations. To fit this new paradigm new theory will have to be generated that will 
take account of this living, breathing entity. There are opportunities to view 
organisations more as organic, growing super-organisms.  
Also, if leadership within organisations can start to make the link between 
performance and identity it will certainly make efforts to use resources to develop 
organisational identity and meet the psychological needs of their workforce, which 
would translate into high levels of organisational work commitment and higher 
employee satisfaction. This will all impact on the bottom line, which makes everyone 
happy. Understanding the identity of an organisation has several benefits for the 
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organisation (Ackerman, 1984, p. 57; Stimpert, Gustafson & Sarason, 1998, p. 87; 
Van Tonder, 2004c, p. 92):  
 It reveals the reasons for corporate culture. 
 It sheds light on what distinguishes an organisation from others. 
 It assists managers in making strategic decisions which are based on having an 
understanding of its potential impact on the organisation. 
 It helps managers to mobilise for more effective implementation of business 
plans. 
 It is a means for organisations to describe themselves to outside stakeholders, 
and if this image is positive it can become a means of competitive advantage. 
 It assists in focusing the attention of management on strategic issues by 
directing their attention to the issues that are most relevant. 
 It serves to influence the allocation of resources, which can lead to the 
formation of an organisational ‘gestalt’. 
 It can provide its members with a sense of purpose and meaning, which can 
serve to motivate employees. 
 It enhances the focus of an organisation and can significantly reduce the degree 
to which the organisation is susceptible to radical change, which, in turn, serves 
to sustain the organisation and increases its chances of survival. 
Given the above, as well as the findings of De Geus (1997, p. 1) with regard to the 
factors that contribute to the longevity of organisations, it should be clear that if the 
identity of the organisation can be defined, described and made explicit, it can assist 
the management of organisations on a number of levels.  
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5.6 Limitations of the current study and future avenues for research 
As with most studies, this study has several limitations. These are discussed below. 
The first limitation is the respondent groups and sample size. Despite concerted 
efforts to secure several organisations to participate in this study, only three 
organisations eventually participated. Although these organisations were from the 
same sector, they were from different industries. In addition, the sample size was 
also one of convenience: ultimate participation from one of the participating 
companies was extremely poor, thus reducing the sample size substantially. 
Although the respondent size was in keeping with statistical requirements, the 
different industries and convenience sample size does not allow for the findings to be 
generalised across industries and sample sizes.  
The study was primarily quantitative, and might therefore not have taken sufficient 
account of the elements that might have been included had there was a bigger 
qualitative section. Whereas participating companies exhibited interest in a study of 
this nature, all reported being survey fatigued, and some even demonstrated a 
dramatically poor response rate, despite concerted efforts being made to encourage 
unbiased participation. While there are probably several contributing factors to this, 
such as organisation leadership, employee commitment, and time constraints, 
among other things, the plausibility of research of this nature needs to be considered 
carefully. Future researchers are encouraged to consider innovative approaches to 
radically increasing the sample size. The number of participating companies and the 
slender sample size was also a matter of great concern in terms of reporting 
empirical evidence on a convenience sample size. A larger randomised sample 
selection would contribute further to the generalisation of the findings. Qualitative 
research can also be conducted on the subjective, experiential and 
phenomenological aspects of group or organisational identity.   
Secondly, although the dependent variable of organisational performance revealed 
specific relationships with organisation identity, these relationships and influences 
were only of a non-financial nature and focused on soft measures, suggesting 
intangible indicators contributing to the observation of performance. The study did not 
empirically examine the impact of organisation identity on financial performance 
indicators and therefore no conclusions on organisational performance in terms of 
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revenue or profitability, for instance, could be made in this respect. Whereas Van 
Tonder’s (1999) study found strong correlations between organisation identity (both 
the sense-of-identity and the fact-of-identity) and a range of financial indicators, the 
financial indicators varied substantially, which prevented adequate comparison and 
analysis. Thus opportunity is created for the advancement of research on the impact 
and influence of organisation identity on hard measures of organisational 
performance.  
Another limitation of this research was the exclusion of moderating variables from the 
hypothesised relationship. While cognisance was taken of the influence of culture, 
organisation lifecycle, culture and leadership, among other things, these were 
omitted from the research scope, since the key objective of this study was to isolate 
and explain the causal relationship between organisation identity and organisational 
performance. This omission does influence the conclusions of this study with regard 
to the organisation identity–organisational performance relationship.  
Additional limitations of this study are the design and data analysis. Organisation 
identity was considered from a past and current perspective, but the study did not 
incorporate the observation of performance from the past and present perspective. 
The omission of this perspective limited the observation of any shift in performance 
over time, even though a temporal shift in identity was observed. While the 
performance outcomes on soft measures also include perceptions on past and 
present identity, it would be interesting to note observations on past and present 
performance. 
Using the limitations of this research as a guide, further work can certainly be done to 
refine the instrument and use larger sample sizes. More empirical studies are called 
for to expand on the identity–performance relationship, which must include the 
influence of moderator variables such as organisational lifecycle stage and 
organisational culture. Future research should also include the investigation of 
temporal influence of identity and performance (past organisation identity and past 
performance and current organisation identity and current performance).  
More research will have to be done using more causal models, and perhaps 
statistical tools like path analysis will be useful in the development and the further 
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building of theory. There is most certainly an interest in advancing research in the 
classical stream using the OIT as a psychological framework for the systemic study 
of the organisation identity concept in an organisational context, especially with 
regard to it being an integral part of the organisational personality and organisational 
system. The empirical platform and the empirical validation of the use of OIT 
provided by this study would suggest that exploratory studies on organisation identity 
can now be responsibly pursued. 
Consequently, the following is concluded: 
1. Empirical confirmation again of the SoI and FoI (Van Tonder, 1999, 2006) 
2. Theoretical elaboration and operationalisation and empirical confirmation of FoI for 
the participating companies (no previous study focused so pertinently on FoI) 
3. The inter-correlations of SoI and FoI (see van Tonder, 1999) were more explicitly 
examined from a theoretically refined and expanded concept of FoI. SoI and FoI 
factors were included in the linear regression model with which OP was predicted 
revealing a complex interface between tacit organisation awareness and the 
manipulation of a more refined conscious awareness in organisations. 
4. The primary contribution of the study is in the unambiguous clarification of the 
relatedness of OI and OP, and in identifying nuances in this relationship 
5. In comparison with previous empirical studies on OI, the current study also 
introduces a different index of organisational performance of perceived organisational 
performance vs. financial indication and management self-reports of organisational 
performance (van Tonder, 1999) 
6. The current study also adds to the small but promising body of classical intellectual 
tradition and theoretical frameworks 
5.7. Concluding perspectives 
Identity is emerging as a construct that needs to be taken cognisance of in 
organisational functioning and in its relationship to OP, although this line of thinking is 
still in its infancy and much still needs to be done. It also allows us to take account of 
identity at management levels, as well at the level of the individual. These findings 
provide valuable insight into the nature of the Organisation Identity concept 
particularly in clarifying the construct and giving it a basis in psychology. Secondly 
(and more importantly), its relationship with organisational performance has been 
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established – specifically in terms of its relevance for organisations in finding 
recognition from the organisational/management disciplines. One of the key findings 
of this study is that it has confirmed that a statistically significant relationship between 
the concept of organisation identity and organisational performance does exist at an 
empirical level and that this relationship indicates a positive influence of organisation 
identity factors on organisational performance factors. It has moreover confirmed 
significance of this relationship at a practical level on several factors. Organisations 
that reported strong SoI and strong FoI also reported strong overall organisational 
performance. Similarly, where poor organisation identity was reported poor 
organisational performance was also reported. The empirical evidence of this study 
provides a step towards clarifying the nature of the structure of Organisation Identity 
in terms of Organisation Sense-of-Identity as it is perceived and objective 
Organisation Identity as it exists in an organisation. In general, results revealed that 
the construct does exist at an applied level, albeit in a subjective and objective form. 
The results also indicate that organisations are capable of providing meaningful and 
measurable responses in respect of each of these definitions, all of which could be 
measured, compared and related to organisational characteristics and performance. 
Correlations between the various measures also revealed that alternate operational 
definitions measured facets of the same phenomenon. Most of the participating 
companies differed in meaningful ways in terms of the various identity measures. 
Most of the identity measures demonstrated strong and consistent relationships with 
the company’s perceived performance levels, while the regression analysis revealed 
the predictive power of various identity levels. 
The current study was expected to contribute to the existing knowledge base 
particularly from an empirical perspective. From an OIT perspective, the study of the 
relationship between organisation identity and organisational performance has 
expanded on the study by Van Tonder (1999), thus contributing to theory building. 
The theory has also been tested by the empirical nature of this study, thus providing 
support for the theory. Relevant conclusions have been drawn in order to provide 
direction and guide future research avenues.    
Aspects such as organisational effectiveness, survival capabilities and change 
resilience are relevant to organisational functioning. Cultivating loyalty and support 
among different stakeholders was considered in terms of how organisation identity 
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was defined and researched in this study. Due consideration was given to the SoI 
and the tendency for the organisation to pull together or fragment during turbulent 
times. 
The study has further indicated the nature of the perception of organisation identity, 
and its relative influence on perceived organisational performance. Furthermore, this 
study has shown at an empirical level that the various organisation identity features 
can be used as predictors of perceived performance (overall or as individual factors).  
Further theoretical and empirical studies on the development of and sustainability of 
Organisation Identity can be pursued in view of the empirical confirmation of the 
composition of the concept. Such studies could, for example, advance research on 
the feature of endurance as a descriptor for FoI. Different schools of thought and 
themes differentiate between paradigms and approaches to organisation identity. 
The practical confirmation of the usefulness of Organisation Identity Theory as a 
framework to guide empirical research suggests that further research in this area is 
justified (Van Tonder, 2006b; Cable & Voss, 2006). 
5.8 Chapter summary 
This chapter discussed the statistical results of the research and their contribution to 
meeting the objectives of the study as set out in Chapter One. Detailed discussion 
was also provided on the findings and conclusions of the research in terms of 
clarifying the phenomenon of organisation identity. The organisation identity–
organisational performance relationship was then discussed. Due consideration was 
also given to the implications that this study would have for OIT and the management 
of organisations. Insofar as OIT is concerned, this study augments the existing 
empirical base, rendering support for the definitional parameters of the OI concept, 
as well as empirical justification of some of its postulates. A call was also made for 
more robust empirical studies on the phenomenon of organisation identity. Finally, an 
overview of the limitations of this study was also provided.  
 
The next chapter summarises the study in its entirety. 
*** 
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CHAPTER SIX 
SUMMARY 
The need for and justification of research on the concept of ‘organisational identity’ 
and its relevance to organisations has been conceptualised on the basis of the vast 
amount of information available on the impact of change on organisations. This 
research has been prompted by the overwhelming number of change initiatives that 
are underway and the limited number of organisations that have managed to master 
change (Atkinson, 2003) – as against those (shockingly, the majority) that have not. 
Amid the vast array of solutions offered by academics and scholars in the hope of 
mastering change, the notion of identity has sparked the interest of the academic and 
management community. Although the concept is abstract and ambiguous, its 
absence has been mooted as a possible contributing factor in the demise of 
organisations, which, according to Labich (1994), often occurs as a result of change 
fatigue and extreme diversification away from the organisation’s essential core, which 
throws the organisation into an identity crisis. This chapter provides a summary of 
this study in terms of the academic journey that was undertaken. Each chapter is 
briefly summarised below. 
Chapter One briefly introduced the subject of organisational identity in the context of 
an ever-changing world, in which solutions to organisational survival and longevity 
are constantly being sought. This chapter introduced and positioned the study in 
terms of the problem setting, the need, importance, and motivation for the study, as 
well as the contribution of the study. This chapter positioned organisational identity 
as an important and relevant yet under-researched theoretical construct. Following 
the provision of background on the concept and a motivation for the study, due 
consideration of the contribution of a study of this nature was provided, and this was 
followed by a discussion of the approach and methodology that the study adopted.  
This chapter emphasises the dire need for empirical evidence to validate the 
concept, placing specific emphasis on its relevance to organisational functioning. The 
identity concept was introduced as a term which has emerged from various 
disciplines, but as one which has gained the most momentum in the form of the 
‘corporate identity’ of organisations. The difficulties surrounding the definition of the 
concept were also addressed, and it was observed that, despite its abstract and 
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intangible nature, the concept has been recognised within the organisational context 
as corporate identity and organisational identity. 
Despite this, Chapter One highlighted the fact that very few empirical studies have 
been undertaken, either with respect to corporate or organisational identity which, in 
the case of the latter, was ostensibly due to the ambiguous and abstract nature of the 
subject and the diverse theoretical perspectives offered. However, organisational 
success (or failure) has been attributed to the identity of the organisation either as 
corporate identity or organisational identity. The importance of this study was argued 
for on the basis of the view that an investigation into the relationship between an 
organisation’s identity and its performance was imperative. 
Organisational identity was perceived to impact the organisation in various ways and 
particularly in terms of organisational functioning. This led to the statement of the 
research problem, specific questions and specific objectives for this study. The 
research problem pointed to the need for more robust research on the organisation 
identity–organisational performance relationship. It was also pointed out that in order 
to do so, organisation identity would need to be operationalised in terms of its 
subjective sense-of-identity and the more objective fact-of-identity, which would 
answer specific research questions such as the extent to which these different 
content areas relate to organisational performance (if any relationship is established) 
(see section 1.3). Chapter One thus emphasised the need to probe the identity–
performance relationship with the intention of clarifying any misconceptions in this 
regard. This process also involved stating specific research objectives.   
Chapter Two provided an overview of the existing knowledge on the subject of the 
concept of organisational identity, commencing with its origins in individual identity 
and then proceeding to its role in organisations firstly as corporate identity and then 
as organisation identity. All three concepts, it was argued, were characterised by 
definitional uncertainty and confusion. The summary on the literature review on 
identity highlighted conceptual and operational difficulties in terms of uncertain 
definitional parameters, single versus multiple identities and different identity 
concepts. Although this in itself has given rise to a great deal of theoretical interest in 
the topic, it has also invariably contributed to the scanty and limited empirical 
research on the subject. 
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Further elaboration from Chapter One on the subject of identity in organisations was 
provided in terms of its dual use in an organisational context, i.e. as corporate identity 
and organisational identity. Acknowledging that corporate identity and organisational 
identity were variations of the concept of identity, it was noted that although identity in 
organisational settings has received as much attention as corporate identity, the 
focus has been increasingly shifting to organisational identity. The literature review 
on corporate identity introduced the concept as something that emerged in 
organisational settings, firstly as corporate image and then corporate identity, 
progressing to corporate personality, corporate communication, and corporate 
reputation and corporate branding. Like identity, corporate identity is therefore also 
characterised by ambiguity and uncertainty due to the vagueness of its definition – 
and this has also constrained empirical research on the topic.  
After reviewing the extent of research available on corporate identity, Chapter Two 
proceeded with a more intense focus on the organisational identity concept by 
providing an overview on its entry into organisation theory and management 
science. Using Albert and Whetten’s (1985) study as a benchmark for organisational 
identity, this chapter considered different definitions of identity, as well as different 
scholarly renditions and schools of thought. It also discussed the difficulties relating 
to the concept that stem from the many theoretical studies but sparse empirical 
research.  
One of the main difficulties was the ambiguity and uncertainty of the concept and the 
diverse ways in which the concept has been defined, which invariably also 
contributed to the difficulty surrounding the concept. Among the acknowledged 
definitions, organisational identity has been viewed as inter alia:  
 the organisation’s distinctive or distinguishing attributes or distinctive character 
or its perceived uniqueness, or  
 as the response to the question “Who are we as an organisation?” or  
 as comprising social codes (rules) that articulate those features that the 
organisation is expected to possess or that organisational identity exists only 
insofar as people believe it exists.  
 a parallel between individual (or personal) identity and organisational identity 
(cf. Van Tonder, 1999), or 
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 as an attribute of the organisation-as-collective, or  
 notions of multiple organisational identities, or as the  
 distinction between objective identity and perceived identity, where identity may 
be seen as a 'sense of self' that is collectively felt, or as an independent reality 
which exists regardless of the degree of employee identification. This is similar 
to Van Tonder’s (1987, 1999) distinction between the group and organisational 
fact-of-identity and sense-of-identity.  
These definitions reflect different intellectual traditions and scholarly approaches 
(Carstens & Van Tonder, 2006; Sugreen & Van Tonder, 2006; Van Tonder, 1999; 
2006a; Van Tonder & Lessing, 2003; Van Tonder & Van Tonder, 2006), which 
impacts on the manner in which the concepts are operationalised and researched. 
The different scholarly approaches that were reviewed included the psychoanalytical 
approach, the social identity approach, the classical approach and Hecht’s (1993) 
communication theory.  
The psychoanalytic or systems psychodynamic approach draws on and applies 
concepts from individual psychoanalytic theory, such as those relevant during 
childhood and ego development. This approach then applies such concepts to 
organisational identity, which it defines as the unconscious foundation of 
organisational culture (Brown & Starkey, 2000; Czander, 1993; Diamond, 1993). It 
further regards organisational identity as a framework within which the organisation 
and the motives of its employees can be analysed and understood (Van Tonder, 
1999; 2006a; Van Tonder & Lessing, 2003). 
The social identity approach emerges from the context of inter-group relations and is 
an approach that stresses the social dimension of identity. In this sense identity is 
regarded as the individual’s awareness that he or she belongs to specific social 
groups which have value and emotional significance to him or her (Tajfel, 1974). The 
notion of organisational identity (as referring to the identity of the organisation as a 
holistic entity) is introduced in social identity theory only insofar as a 
group/organisation exists with an identity attractive enough for a potential member to 
seek belonging to it (Van Tonder, 2003, p. 24; 2006 b, p. 13).  
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The classical approach typically focuses on the identity of the organisation as unit of 
analysis (Van Tonder, 1999, 2006b, 2007). This is the central focus of the 
psychoanalytic approach and is to an extent evident in the social identity approach. 
While the latter can comfortably be applied at the level of the individual and the 
organisation, the majority of scholars currently tend to focus on the individual rather 
than on social collectives. 
Bridging corporate identity and organisational identity, Hecht’s (1993) communication 
theory in more recent research (cf. Van Tonder, 2006b) communication theory is 
depicted as an product of knowledge sharing, i.e. the result of the cross-disciplinary 
influence of different perspectives on identity. This theory of identity had four 
interdependent frames (personal, enactment, relational and communal) and 
suggested a link between corporate and organisational identity. It is presented as 
complementary to social identity, and reflects content that relates to both corporate 
and organisational identity perspectives. Hecht (1993) moreover clearly 
acknowledges a communal and collective setting (‘frame’) within which identity is 
found, and allows for an interface between the identities of different entities (e.g. the 
identities of the individual and the group). Identity is defined as a characteristic of the 
individual, which is stored as self-cognitions and feelings and/or a spiritual sense of 
self. These are translated into messages about the self which are then exchanged 
during communication transactions – identity is essentially portrayed as a process of 
communication and self-expression (Hecht, 1993).  
A consideration of the theoretical and empirical dimensions of research into 
organisational identity highlighted some of the challenges of the concept such as its 
ambiguous nature, its diverse definitions and the need for a framework to guide 
empirical research, the lack of which was indicated as one of the main hindrances to 
empirical research. Using the classical approach as the point of departure on the 
organisational identity concept, Chapter Two provided a summary of the 
Organisational Identity Theory (OIT) as a framework within which to operationalise 
the concept of organisational identity and then proceeded to explore its relevance in 
organisations, particularly in terms of organisational performance. The OIT provides 
a clearer definition of OI in terms of organisational functioning; it also outlines the 
role, purpose and consequences of organisations (see section 2.4.2).  
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Chapter Three provided the scope, nature and methodology of the study in its 
investigation of the relationship between organisational identity and organisational 
performance at an empirical level. The variables were identified as organisational 
identity and organisational performance, which were viewed as formal, structured 
and empirical constructs. The chapter included an explanation of the nature of the 
study as well as the paradigmatic framework within which the research problem 
would be tackled.  
Using the problematic of the identity concept as the point of departure, the OIT was 
identified as the theoretical frame that would guide the research. Subsequently, 
definitions of the key constructs were unpacked and used to inform the hypothesised 
relationship between them. The focus of this chapter was to outline the design and 
methodology of this study in order to empirically study the relationship between 
organisational identity and organisational performance. Given the research objectives 
and key variables of the study, specific design principles were introduced to include 
details on the research population and sample of respondents, data-gathering 
methods and instruments for measuring the key constructs of organisational identity 
and organisational performance and the procedure that would be followed to 
undertake the study.   
The research population comprised the organisation as the unit of analysis and to 
this end three medium to large sized companies participated in this research. 
Following a review of several instruments that measure organisational identity, the 
most suitable instrument was deemed to be a Organisational Identity Questionnaire 
(Van Tonder, 1999), which was revised for use in this study. The performance index 
(Spannenberg and Theron, 2004) was used to measure organisational performance. 
A survey approach was utilised to gather relevant information through the use of the 
OIQ to measure the organisational identity variable and PI to measure organisational 
performance. 
Statistical methods that would be used for data analysis were also provided. 
Confirmatory factor analysis was used to determine the latent structure of SoI, FoI 
and OP, while the Cronbach Alpha was used to calculate the reliability of retained 
items for each scale. Pearson’s product moment correlation was used to establish 
the interrelatedness of the organisational identity and organisational performance 
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variables as well as to determine the magnitude and direction of such relatedness. In 
order to assess and predict the relationship between the SoI and the FoI on the 
performance factors, a multiple regression analysis was used. Secondary analyses in 
terms of analyses of variances were also used to determine any demographic 
influence on this relationship for the respondent profile.  
Chapter Four (the results chapter) firstly provided the platform to report on the results 
of the empirical study following the statistical analyses of the data, and, in doing so, 
more importantly to test the set of objectives of the study. This was done by 
commenting on the research sample, which comprised the three companies (N = 
1000), from which 274 responses were obtained. This response rate was deemed 
satisfactory and sufficient for statistical analysis in this study. The structural 
properties of the instruments used were found to have high internal consistencies 
with reliabilities above 0.5. Factor analysis was subsequently conducted on the two 
continuous independent variables (SoI and FoI) and the dependent variable 
(organisational performance). SoI was analysed in terms of past and current 
perceptions. Historical SoI comprised five factors, while Current SoI comprised three. 
FoI dimensions were observed as follows: Unique – four factors; Core – three 
factors; Enduring – four factors; and Unifying – three factors. The organisational 
performance variable comprised eight factors. Intercorrelations were subsequently 
conducted between the SoI and performance factors and FoI and performance 
factors. These intercorrelations were observed to be highly significant, thus 
confirming the relationship between the organisational identity and performance 
variable. This relationship was also deemed to be positive and in the same direction. 
Chapter Four also examined intercorrelations between past and current SoI as well 
as the relationship between SoI and FoI. The intercorrelations of the former indicated 
strong relationships between SoI factors past and present. Similarly, strong 
correlations were observed between SoI and FoI factors. A discussion of these 
statistical findings was included in Chapter Five. Through the use of quantitative 
research methods, the study has provided an empirical response to the main 
research questions.  
Additional information on the organisational identity concept was also included which 
suggested how organisational identity may reflect crucial differences between 
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organisations and how various identity factors may be used when predicting various 
performance measures. This chapter concluded with an empirical confirmation of the 
existence and nature of the identity concept, both objectively and subjectively, and 
established that it is possible to measure and analyse the concept. It also confirmed 
that there is a relationship between organisational identity and organisational 
performance, and explored the nature of this relationship.   
Chapter Five provided the platform for the discussion of the results. The main 
purpose of this chapter was to highlight and draw conclusions from significant trends 
that were observed from the reports on the statistical analyses as per the preceding 
chapter. The discussion commenced with commentary and conclusions on the 
phenomenon of organisational identity in terms of SoI and FoI. Further discussion 
ensued on the organisational identity–organisational performance relationship, and 
this was followed by remarks on the impact of the findings on theory and empiricism, 
the limitations of the study and future research avenues.  
The key conclusions that were discussed included the following: 
 Clarity was provided on the structure of both SoI and FoI.  
 Organisational identity could also be used for comparative analysis between 
companies, thus confirming that it could be used to distinguish between 
companies. 
 Observation of the phenomenon over time showed that it manifested differently 
at different times. Strong correlations were nevertheless observed between the 
past and present identity, particularly with regard to the dimensions of strength 
and clarity of character and distinctiveness 
 Strong relations between the subjective sense-of-identity and objective fact-of-
identity were also observed. 
The chapter then proceeded to discuss the results on the organisational identity and 
organisational performance relationship, placing emphasis on the nature of this 
relationship. Again, the influence of prevailing theory and empirical research was 
discussed. Intercorrelations and regressions were reported on, confirming the 
empirical existence of a relationship between the variable and also emphasising the 
nature of it, i.e. strong positive relations with statistical and practical significance. 
Regressions demonstrated that identity (strategic profile, certainty of character, 
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direction and unity) was predictive of overall performance to a significant degree. 
Chapter Five also commented on the influence of demographics: gender, home 
language, tenure and educational level were all found to influence identity. The 
chapter concluded with a discussion of the empirical and theoretical observations. 
The chapter also discussed the implications and limitations of the study, and 
suggested avenues for further research. Implications were considered in terms of the 
framework of organisational identity theory and its influence on empirical research. 
The main implications for OIT were discussed in terms of the postulated relationship 
between organisational identity and organisational performance and the empirical 
findings in relation to this. Several assumptions and premises were confirmed by this 
study, including the nature of the organisational identity concept as defined by the 
theory in terms of the psychological premises. In this respect, two types of 
organisational identity – namely, SoI and FoI – were identified via empirical clarity on 
the features of organisational identity. The chapter also concluded that the OIT 
framework could profitably be used for further research of an empirical nature. The 
addition of the unifying descriptor to further enhance our understanding of identity in 
organisations was also considered for OIT.  
The implications for the management of organisations were considered in relation to 
how identity is perceived in organisations and the impact of this perception on 
performance. This relationship allows for identity to be brought to the surface and 
manipulated to consequently improve performance. The influence of organisational 
change and the impact on organisational identity and therefore performance were 
also briefly considered. The chapter outlined several limitations and future research 
avenues.  
Chapter Six, as per the discussion above, provided an overall summary of the entire 
thesis. 
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APPENDIX A: FACTOR ANALYSIS 
 
Factor 2 
 
Total Variance Explained  
Factor 
Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings 
Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % 
1 12.002 30.774 30.774 9.121 23.388 23.388 
2 3.059 7.843 38.617 2.490 6.384 29.772 
3 1.449 3.716 42.333 2.332 5.980 35.753 
4 1.195 3.064 45.398 1.969 5.049 40.802 
5 .926 2.373 47.771 1.611 4.132 44.934 
6 .717 1.839 49.610 1.410 3.615 48.549 
7 .633 1.624 51.233 .842 2.159 50.708 
8 .548 1.405 52.638 .753 1.930 52.638 
Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring.  
 
Rotated Factor Matrix(a)  
 
 
Factor 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
Q2_20 .821 .222 .147  .144  .119  
Q2_25 .802 .205 .207     -.114 
Q2_31r .726  .292 .134 .147  -.118  
Q2_14 .702  .107  .106    
Q2_34 .696   .105  .171 .205  
Q2_08 .687 .159 .251    .106  
Q2_07r .686  .351 .149  .101   
Q2_13 .682 .203  .176 .145 .285 .177  
Q2_27r .666   .328  .312   
Q2_38 .638 .126  .138 .175 .219 .132  
Q2_12r .628  .471 .328    .133 
Q2_24 .572 .266  .198   .135  
Q2_23 .568  -.208  -.237 -.137   
Q2_04 .556 .193    -.237 .192  
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Q2_28r .549  .281 .354 .199 .118 -.191  
Q2_15r .527  .392 .317  .165   
Q2_10r .526  .444 .292 .232    
Q2_05r .525  .118 .289 .195 .351 .111  
Q2_30 .499    -.162   .306 
Q2_03  .705       
Q2_01  .685      -.208 
Q2_16 .356 .600   -.122   .478 
Q2_18 .297 .579  -.124  .106  .318 
Q2_21 .342 .563      .266 
Q2_17r   .784 .177   .169  
Q2_11r .135  .415  .282    
Q2_19r .342  .373  .249  .354  
Q2_40r   .142 .536 .238    
Q2_26 -.466   -.481  -.303  .132 
Q2_02r .422 -.115 .241 .439 .107 .256 .206 .117 
Q2_35r .302  .299 .337   .166  
Q2_37 -.114  -.141 -.232   -.162  
Q2_33r     .665   -.118 
Q2_22r   .220 .417 .469    
Q2_39r .135   .139 .439    
Q2_32  .315   -.375 .177   
Q2_29 .133  .128   .612  -.148 
Q2_09  .183    .484 .103 .206 
Q2_06 .521  .214 .233  .145 .525  
Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring.  
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.  
a Rotation converged in 11 iterations. 
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Factor3 
 
Total Variance Explained  
Component 
Extraction Sums of Squared 
Loadings 
Rotation Sums of Squared 
Loadings(a) 
Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total 
1 13.272 33.180 33.180 10.829 
2 4.087 10.218 43.399 6.481 
3 2.017 5.042 48.441 2.073 
4 1.936 4.841 53.282 2.927 
5 1.535 3.838 57.120 3.430 
6 1.188 2.971 60.091 3.257 
7 1.097 2.743 62.834 7.632 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  
a When components are correlated, sums of squared loadings cannot be added to 
obtain a total variance. 
 
              
Rotated Factor Matrix(a)  
 
 
Factor 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Q3_25 .772 .233     .240 
Q3_07r .768 .100 .201 .198   -.187 
Q3_20 .742 .327     .141 
Q3_13 .730 .211   .132  .248 
Q3_28r .721  .257 .270    
Q3_10r .718 .111 .153 .383   -.204 
Q3_27r .711 .154 .157 .152    
Q3_04 .701 .232  -.164  .236 -.140 
Q3_38 .697 .184   .194 .150 .114 
Q3_02r .693 .129 .237 .157 .136   
Q3_31r .684 .108 .190 .166  .125  
Q3_15r .676  .168 .202   -.137 
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Q3_05r .676 .204 .177 .159 .213   
Q3_14 .654 .312  -.111    
Q3_06 .623 .249 .115 .109 .206  .277 
Q3_34 .617 .109 .153  .220 .277 .452 
Q3_12r .601 .160 .278 .446   -.237 
Q3_26 .580 .141 .235  .156 .105 .390 
Q3_23 .563 .195 -.194 -.186  .370  
Q3_08 .510 .388 .167  .110 .284  
Q3_35r .405  .220 .284  .220 -.128 
Q3_19r .401   .150   .141 
Q3_18 .148 .763    .219  
Q3_21 .215 .757    .115  
Q3_16 .264 .737    .162  
Q3_03 .127 .664      
Q3_01  .638      
Q3_36 .335 .559    .221  
Q3_24 .428 .523    .244 .109 
Q3_32  .445 -.295  .264  .180 
Q3_39r .242  .658     
Q3_22r .185  .614 .144    
Q3_40r   .387 .384  -.140  
Q3_37 -.299 .147 -.362     
Q3_11 r .123   .571    
Q3_17r .205  .109 .544 -.221 -.237 .133 
Q3_09 .151 .190   .761   
Q3_29 .158  -.147  .721   
Q3_30 .104 .206  -.129  .574  
Q3_33r -.124  .195  .101 -.520  
Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring.  
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.  
a Rotation converged in 10 iterations. 
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Factor 4.1 
 
Total Variance Explained  
Factor 
Initial Eigenvalues Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings 
Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % 
1 8.178 40.892 40.892 3.452 17.262 17.262 
2 1.483 7.413 48.306 2.752 13.760 31.022 
3 1.232 6.159 54.465 2.190 10.949 41.971 
4 1.153 5.764 60.229 1.902 9.509 51.480 
5 .889 4.447 64.676    
6 .791 3.955 68.631    
7 .751 3.756 72.387    
8 .702 3.512 75.899    
9 .674 3.369 79.268    
10 .581 2.904 82.173    
11 .524 2.620 84.793    
12 .522 2.609 87.402    
13 .477 2.385 89.787    
14 .431 2.155 91.943    
15 .374 1.870 93.813    
16 .320 1.601 95.413    
17 .271 1.353 96.766    
18 .257 1.287 98.053    
19 .236 1.178 99.230    
20 .154 .770 100.000    
Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring.  
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Rotated Factor Matrix(a)  
 
 
Factor 
1 2 3 4 
Q4_1_09 .738 .152 .240  
Q4_1_16 .704 .353  .144 
Q4_1_15 .673 .189 .134 .241 
Q4_1_14 .572 .136 .326  
Q4_1_10 .538 .192 .244 .282 
Q4_1_06 .474 .188 .328 .212 
Q4_1_05 .373 .318 .191 .121 
Q4_1_20 .365 .329 .127  
Q4_1_04 .355 .331 .339 .158 
Q4_1_02 .163 .711 .289 .189 
Q4_1_01 .291 .671 .211 .126 
Q4_1_03 .324 .669 .312 .127 
Q4_1_17 .358 .420 .148 .361 
Q4_1_08 .319 .248 .795 .117 
Q4_1_07 .312 .242 .705 .194 
Q4_1_11   .203 .710 
Q4_1_18 .193 .414  .510 
Q4_1_19 .161 .376  .477 
Q4_1_12 .275 .269 .318 .454 
Q4_1_13 .166 .267 .388 .433 
Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring.  
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalisation.  
a Rotation converged in 9 iterations. 
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 Factor 4.2 
 
Total Variance Explained  
Factor 
Initial Eigenvalues Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings 
Total % of Variance 
Cumulative 
% Total 
% of 
Variance Cumulative % 
1 9.538 47.688 47.688 4.178 20.889 20.889 
2 1.389 6.945 54.633 3.551 17.753 38.642 
3 1.018 5.092 59.726 2.860 14.298 52.940 
4 .941 4.707 64.433    
5 .908 4.541 68.973    
6 .811 4.055 73.028    
7 .669 3.345 76.374    
8 .586 2.930 79.304    
9 .519 2.594 81.898    
10 .509 2.545 84.443    
11 .470 2.349 86.793    
12 .437 2.187 88.980    
13 .406 2.028 91.008    
14 .373 1.865 92.873    
15 .318 1.588 94.461    
16 .268 1.338 95.798    
17 .263 1.315 97.113    
18 .209 1.044 98.157    
19 .191 .956 99.113    
20 .177 .887 100.000    
Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring.  
Rotated Factor Matrix(a)  
 
 
Factor 
1 2 3 
Q4_2_02 .695 .312 .258 
Q4_2_03 .693 .248 .280 
Q4_2_08 .636 .260 .332 
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Q4_2_07 .626 .204 .343 
Q4_2_17 .592 .490 .213 
Q4_2_01 .576 .383 .253 
Q4_2_04 .562 .359 .324 
Q4_2_06 .494 .172 .396 
Q4_2_19 .185 .744  
Q4_2_18 .358 .679 .122 
Q4_2_11 .151 .613 .281 
Q4_2_10 .217 .541 .356 
Q4_2_13 .371 .505 .310 
Q4_2_12 .353 .473 .325 
Q4_2_20 .320 .473 .256 
Q4_2_14 .262 .126 .725 
Q4_2_09 .279 .268 .588 
Q4_2_15 .365 .290 .557 
Q4_2_16 .423 .292 .509 
Q4_2_05 .346 .310 .428 
Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring.  
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalisation.  
a Rotation converged in 7 iterations. 
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Factor 4.3 
 
Total Variance Explained  
Factor 
Initial Eigenvalues Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings 
Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % 
1 7.798 38.990 38.990 3.262 16.311 16.311 
2 1.808 9.041 48.031 2.402 12.012 28.323 
3 1.260 6.300 54.331 2.356 11.781 40.104 
4 1.082 5.408 59.738 2.056 10.282 50.387 
5 .951 4.757 64.496    
6 .873 4.364 68.860    
7 .777 3.885 72.745    
8 .731 3.655 76.400    
9 .622 3.109 79.509    
10 .594 2.968 82.477    
11 .583 2.914 85.391    
12 .500 2.502 87.893    
13 .448 2.239 90.132    
14 .358 1.789 91.922    
15 .355 1.777 93.699    
16 .313 1.566 95.265    
17 .298 1.492 96.757    
18 .253 1.264 98.021    
19 .206 1.030 99.051    
20 .190 .949 100.000    
Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring.  
 
Rotated Factor Matrix(a)  
 
 
Factor 
1 2 3 4 
Q4_3_07 .770 .295  .163 
Q4_3_08 .763 .164 .136 .151 
Q4_3_06 .736 .152  .143 
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Q4_3_05 .478  .104 .225 
Q4_3_10 .453 .162 .297 .246 
Q4_3_09 .435 .150 .201 .305 
Q4_3_11 .358 .183 .314 .289 
Q4_3_03 .184 .786 .233 .157 
Q4_3_02 .276 .619 .385 .117 
Q4_3_17 .278 .572 .327 .333 
Q4_3_04 .444 .445 .249 .180 
Q4_3_18 .158 .141 .799 .181 
Q4_3_19 .162 .293 .656  
Q4_3_20 .125 .142 .471 .326 
Q4_3_01  .323 .411  
Q4_3_13 .277 .348 .367 .310 
Q4_3_16 .288 .288  .708 
Q4_3_15 .282 .241  .662 
Q4_3_12 .307 .404 .319 .444 
Q4_3_14    .372 
Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring.  
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalisation.  
a Rotation converged in 6 iterations. 
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Factor 4.4 
 
Total Variance Explained  
Factor 
Initial Eigenvalues Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings 
Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % 
1 10.197 50.986 50.986 5.082 25.409 25.409 
2 1.445 7.226 58.212 4.081 20.407 45.816 
3 1.211 6.057 64.269 2.415 12.074 57.890 
4 .923 4.617 68.886    
5 .799 3.993 72.879    
6 .773 3.864 76.742    
7 .690 3.448 80.191    
8 .538 2.689 82.880    
9 .470 2.348 85.228    
10 .407 2.036 87.263    
11 .376 1.878 89.141    
12 .361 1.806 90.947    
13 .317 1.583 92.531    
14 .306 1.529 94.059    
15 .280 1.401 95.460    
16 .257 1.287 96.747    
17 .200 1.001 97.748    
18 .189 .944 98.692    
19 .152 .762 99.454    
20 .109 .546 100.000    
Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring.  
 
Rotated Factor Matrix(a)  
 
 
Factor 
1 2 3 
Q4_4_07 .761 .217 .332 
Q4_4_08 .729 .219 .284 
Q4_4_13 .692 .356 .168 
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Q4_4_17 .682 .458 .126 
Q4_4_03 .607 .481  
Q4_4_01 .606 .403 .247 
Q4_4_06 .597 .190 .412 
Q4_4_02 .582 .468 .262 
Q4_4_12 .519 .465 .267 
Q4_4_04 .499 .468 .323 
Q4_4_16 .497 .332 .376 
Q4_4_18 .295 .793  
Q4_4_19 .287 .715 .116 
Q4_4_10 .272 .654 .205 
Q4_4_20 .218 .600 .347 
Q4_4_11 .380 .466 .254 
Q4_4_14 .263 .319 .643 
Q4_4_09 .181 .427 .584 
Q4_4_15 .531 .165 .574 
Q4_4_05 .111  .481 
Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring.  
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalisation.  
a Rotation converged in 8 iterations. 
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Factor 8 
 
Total Variance Explained  
Factor 
Extraction Sums of Squared 
Loadings 
Rotation Sums of Squared 
Loadings 
Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total 
% of 
Variance 
Cumulative 
% 
1 20.769 37.087 37.087 8.683 15.506 15.506 
2 4.867 8.691 45.778 7.236 12.922 28.428 
3 2.324 4.150 49.929 4.435 7.920 36.348 
4 1.497 2.674 52.602 3.441 6.144 42.492 
5 1.418 2.532 55.134 3.308 5.906 48.398 
6 1.216 2.172 57.306 2.644 4.722 53.120 
7 1.001 1.787 59.093 1.776 3.172 56.292 
8 .934 1.668 60.762 1.762 3.146 59.438 
9 .815 1.456 62.217 1.060 1.892 61.330 
10 .705 1.260 63.477 .936 1.671 63.001 
11 .640 1.144 64.620 .907 1.620 64.620 
Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring.  
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Rotated Factor Matrix(a)  
 
 
Factor 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
H2 .898 .110 .108    .109     
H3 .874 .154 .109 .128      .116  
H1 .870  .193 .103    -.130    
G3 .814  .103  .101 .105 .204     
G2 .787   .241   .109 .241  -.109  
G1 .773  .151 .123 .184  .121     
H5 .727 .233 .190  .106 .148  .148  .202  
G4 .723  .135 .151   .121 .293 .137 -.123  
H4 .661 .251   .115   .136  .217  
F7 .641 .134 .215   .321 -.102  .275  .114 
G5 .558 .131 .112   .200 .159 .450    
F2 .547  .219 .133  .245 -.122  .249  .194 
F1 .415 .187 .196 .174 .110 .368  .160 .275  .115 
D8 .135 .852 .142  .158   .131   .118 
D7  .842 .173  .156   .132   .147 
D6  .732 .250 .249  .157  .132 -.158   
D9 .144 .718  .141 .129   .111 .139   
D2 .215 .622   .354  .220   -.150  
D5  .598  .292 .212 .230   .192  -.152 
D4 .106 .555 .141 .264 .135 .332 .121 -.181  .158  
C1  .533  .151 .446   .144   -.292 
D3 .129 .501  .135 .256 .284    .213  
D1  .460  .256 .192 .174 .125 -.117  -.155  
B2 .131 .451 .208 .112 .111 .126 .401  .280   
C6 .205 .412 .106 .306 .390 .125 .114 .244   .226 
B7 .241 .401 .275 .273 .229 .172 .294 .162 .134 .131 -.212 
A2 .297 .218 .764 .176    .155  .114  
A1 .203 .175 .753 .184  .133  .151    
A3 .145  .699 .143 .160  .117     
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A5  .156 .654 .160 .174 .148 .168     
B1  .110 .516 .279 .240  .274  .261  .114 
A4 .359  .503   .127     .162 
E2 .264 .201 .241 .728      .264  
E4 .181 .164 .185 .623 .163 .196 .185   -.110  
E5 .214 .309 .319 .579  .172  .195 .121 -.138 .173 
E1 .130 .346 .187 .547 .232 .189 .156  .144 .125  
E3 .245 .271 .205 .526 .174 .182 .129   .143  
E7 .204 .259 .220 .298 .185 .293 .119 .265 .134  .244 
C3 .196 .319 .215 .185 .740 .101  .100    
C2 .127 .437 .206 .179 .605 .179  .105 .163 .104  
C4 .209 .326 .196  .561 .204      
C5 .182 .377 .256 .234 .431 .232  .156 .112 .118 .143 
E6 .252 .245 .327 .333 .339 .118 .149 .186  -.140 .241 
F6 .199  .175 .289  .706 .143   -.113  
F5 .148 .166 .120  .195 .676 .102 .135    
F4 .154 .302 .142 .105 .204 .414 .225     
F3 .323 .294  .221 .310 .357 .118 .148   .142 
B5 .139 .314 .196 .111  .162 .614   .173  
B8 .198 .335 .265 .277  .105 .448  .196   
B6 .226  .213   .235 .434 .124   .131 
G7 .342 .226 .330  .240 .190  .609  .110  
G6 .391 .246 .279  .242 .167  .562  .146  
B3 .187 .415 .296 .171   .152  .416 .124  
B4 .227 .375 .334 .114 .292  .148 .118 .413 .191  
B9 .328 .212  .191 .100  .170 .157 .154 .493  
C7 .170 .358 .161 .202 .463  .211 .143   .498 
Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring.  
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalisation.  
a Rotation converged in 16 iterations. 
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APPENDIX B: DEMOGRAPHICS: SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES 
Gender 
Gender (q2.7) q2.7 
Independent Samples Test 
  
Factor   
Levene's Test for Equality 
of Variances t-test for Equality of Means 
  
F Sig. t df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference 
95% Confidence 
Interval of the 
Difference 
Significant 
(yes/no) 
F2_1 
Equal variances 
assumed 0.922 0.338 2.681 215 0.008 0.29299 0.10927 0.07762 0.50836 yes 
Equal variances 
not assumed 
    2.584 99.501 0.011 0.29299 0.11337 0.06805 0.51793 yes 
F2_2 
Equal variances 
assumed 4.232 0.041 0.944 249 0.346 0.09289 0.09839 -0.10089 0.28667   
Equal variances 
not assumed 
    0.877 115.556 0.382 0.09289 0.1059 -0.11687 0.30265   
F2_3 
Equal variances 
assumed 2.303 0.13 -0.093 253 0.926 -0.00983 0.10558 -0.21776 0.19809   
Equal variances 
not assumed 
    -0.085 111.164 0.932 -0.00983 0.11583 -0.23935 0.21968   
F2_4 
Equal variances 
assumed 0.602 0.439 1.468 247 0.143 0.12565 0.08561 -0.04297 0.29427   
Equal variances 
not assumed 
    1.398 112.307 0.165 0.12565 0.08989 -0.05245 0.30375   
F3_1 
Equal variances 
assumed 0.253 0.615 3.776 216 0 0.39461 0.10451 0.18861 0.60061 yes 
Equal variances 
not assumed 
    3.631 98.902 0 0.39461 0.10868 0.17896 0.61026 yes 
F3_2 
Equal variances 
assumed 0.517 0.473 2.163 246 0.032 0.20305 0.09389 0.01811 0.38798 yes 
Equal variances 
not assumed 
    2.12 126.529 0.036 0.20305 0.09579 0.01348 0.39261 yes 
F3_3 Equal variances 
assumed 2.152 0.144 2.953 254 0.003 0.2405 0.08144 0.08012 0.40087 yes 
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Equal variances 
not assumed 
    3.173 159.361 0.002 0.2405 0.0758 0.09079 0.39021 yes 
F4_1_1 
Equal variances 
assumed 0.053 0.818 1.831 255 0.068 0.18194 0.09934 -0.01369 0.37757   
Equal variances 
not assumed 
    1.869 144.344 0.064 0.18194 0.09733 -0.01045 0.37432   
F4_1_2 
Equal variances 
assumed 0.379 0.539 2.434 258 0.016 0.27292 0.11211 0.05216 0.49368   
Equal variances 
not assumed 
    2.404 130.781 0.018 0.27292 0.11354 0.04831 0.49754 yes 
F4_1_3 
Equal variances 
assumed 0.008 0.928 1.358 262 0.176 0.19672 0.14487 -0.08853 0.48196 yes 
Equal variances 
not assumed 
    1.357 141.347 0.177 0.19672 0.14501 -0.08996 0.48339   
F4_1_4 
Equal variances 
assumed 0.056 0.814 1.871 259 0.062 0.16826 0.08991 -0.00878 0.34531   
Equal variances 
not assumed 
    1.869 139.207 0.064 0.16826 0.09005 -0.00977 0.3463   
F4_2_1 
Equal variances 
assumed 0.782 0.378 1.51 252 0.132 0.15792 0.1046 -0.04808 0.36392   
Equal variances 
not assumed 
    1.434 122.273 0.154 0.15792 0.11013 -0.06009 0.37593   
F4_2_2 
Equal variances 
assumed 0.271 0.603 2.333 259 0.02 0.23108 0.09903 0.03607 0.4261 yes 
Equal variances 
not assumed 
    2.247 129.06 0.026 0.23108 0.10285 0.02759 0.43458 yes 
F4_2_3 
Equal variances 
assumed 0.035 0.851 0.119 259 0.906 0.01175 0.09913 -0.18346 0.20696   
Equal variances 
not assumed 
    0.115 131.175 0.909 0.01175 0.10213 -0.19029 0.21379   
F4_3_1 
Equal variances 
assumed 0.286 0.594 1.013 255 0.312 0.10367 0.10229 -0.09778 0.30512   
Equal variances 
not assumed 
    1.039 142.549 0.301 0.10367 0.09981 -0.09362 0.30096   
F4_3_2 Equal variances 
assumed 3.286 0.071 2.975 257 0.003 0.33464 0.11249 0.11312 0.55615 yes 
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Equal variances 
not assumed 
    2.808 122.181 0.006 0.33464 0.11918 0.09871 0.57057 yes 
F4_3_3 
Equal variances 
assumed 0.592 0.443 1.388 260 0.166 0.16553 0.1193 -0.06939 0.40046   
Equal variances 
not assumed 
    1.448 149.802 0.15 0.16553 0.11435 -0.06042 0.39149   
F4_3_4 
Equal variances 
assumed 0.189 0.664 0.177 258 0.86 0.02171 0.12296 -0.22042 0.26384   
Equal variances 
not assumed 
    0.196 174.407 0.845 0.02171 0.11083 -0.19702 0.24045   
F4_4_1 
Equal variances 
assumed 2.438 0.12 2.312 253 0.022 0.24829 0.10739 0.03681 0.45978 yes 
Equal variances 
not assumed 
    2.183 116.211 0.031 0.24829 0.11375 0.02299 0.47359 yes 
F4_4_2 
Equal variances 
assumed 0.465 0.496 2.592 253 0.01 0.28415 0.10964 0.06822 0.50007 yes 
Equal variances 
not assumed 
    2.502 123.606 0.014 0.28415 0.11359 0.05932 0.50898 yes 
F4_4_3 
Equal variances 
assumed 0.003 0.954 0.712 254 0.477 0.09342 0.13117 -0.16489 0.35173   
Equal variances 
not assumed 
    0.784 164.75 0.434 0.09342 0.1192 -0.14193 0.32877   
F8_1 
Equal variances 
assumed 0.078 0.78 3.22 223 0.001 0.60641 0.18832 0.23529 0.97753 yes 
Equal variances 
not assumed 
    3.282 108.644 0.001 0.60641 0.18477 0.24019 0.97263 yes 
F8_2 
Equal variances 
assumed 0.694 0.406 2.898 248 0.004 0.34154 0.11783 0.10945 0.57362 yes 
Equal variances 
not assumed 
    2.854 135.357 0.005 0.34154 0.11965 0.10491 0.57817 yes 
F8_3 
Equal variances 
assumed 1.356 0.245 3.149 254 0.002 0.3713 0.1179 0.1391 0.60349 yes 
Equal variances 
not assumed 
    3.319 148.76 0.001 0.3713 0.11187 0.15023 0.59237 yes 
F8_4 Equal variances 
assumed 0.016 0.899 4.423 251 0 0.51875 0.11728 0.28777 0.74972 yes 
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Equal variances 
not assumed 
    4.298 125.697 0 0.51875 0.12069 0.27989 0.7576 yes 
F8_5 
Equal variances 
assumed 0.41 0.522 3.367 260 0.001 0.39408 0.11705 0.16359 0.62456 yes 
Equal variances 
not assumed 
    3.441 149.325 0.001 0.39408 0.11454 0.16775 0.6204 yes 
F8_6 
Equal variances 
assumed 0 0.99 1.205 255 0.229 0.1465 0.1216 -0.09298 0.38598   
Equal variances 
not assumed 
    1.224 145.847 0.223 0.1465 0.11973 -0.09014 0.38314   
f8_tot 
Equal variances 
assumed 0.053 0.818 3.531 185 0.001 0.3937 0.11151 0.17371 0.61369 yes 
Equal variances 
not assumed 
    3.549 87.985 0.001 0.3937 0.11093 0.17326 0.61414 yes 
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Home Language 
           
 
Home Language (q2.5) 
  
   
 
ANOVA q2.5_recoded     
Factor   Sum of Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. Significant? 
   
 
F2_1 
Between Groups 3.317 2 1.659 3.201 0.043 yes     
Within Groups 112.975 218 0.518           
Total 116.293 220             
F2_2 
Between Groups 0.364 2 0.182 0.366 0.694       
Within Groups 125.489 252 0.498           
Total 125.853 254             
F2_3 
Between Groups 0.806 2 0.403 0.7 0.498       
Within Groups 146.814 255 0.576           
Total 147.62 257             
F2_4 
Between Groups 0.684 2 0.342 0.926 0.397       
Within Groups 91.915 249 0.369           
Total 92.599 251             
F2_5 
Between Groups 1.903 2 0.952 2.464 0.087       
Within Groups 98.067 254 0.386           
Total 99.97 256             
F3_1 
Between Groups 10.106 2 5.053 10.985 0 yes     
Within Groups 100.742 219 0.46           
Total 110.848 221             
F3_2 
Between Groups 2.758 2 1.379 3.068 0.048 yes     
Within Groups 111.488 248 0.45           
Total 114.246 250             
F3_3 
Between Groups 6.1 2 3.05 8.585 0 yes     
Within Groups 90.953 256 0.355           
Total 97.054 258             
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F4_1_1 
Between Groups 6.681 2 3.34 6.633 0.002 yes     
Within Groups 129.42 257 0.504           
Total 136.101 259             
F4_1_2 
Between Groups 4.362 2 2.181 3.313 0.038 yes     
Within Groups 171.793 261 0.658           
Total 176.155 263             
F4_1_3 
Between Groups 3.972 2 1.986 1.727 0.18       
Within Groups 304.837 265 1.15           
Total 308.809 267             
F4_1_4 
Between Groups 0.584 2 0.292 0.668 0.514       
Within Groups 114.425 262 0.437           
Total 115.009 264             
F4_2_1 
Between Groups 8.016 2 4.008 7.356 0.001 yes     
Within Groups 138.394 254 0.545           
Total 146.41 256             
F4_2_2 
Between Groups 7.75 2 3.875 7.542 0.001 yes     
Within Groups 133.578 260 0.514           
Total 141.328 262             
F4_2_3 
Between Groups 5.03 2 2.515 4.908 0.008 yes     
Within Groups 133.73 261 0.512           
Total 138.76 263             
F4_3_1 
Between Groups 8.951 2 4.475 8.586 0 yes     
Within Groups 133.959 257 0.521           
Total 142.91 259             
F4_3_2 
Between Groups 15.174 2 7.587 11.873 0 yes     
Within Groups 165.505 259 0.639           
Total 180.679 261             
F4_3_3 
Between Groups 5.32 2 2.66 3.52 0.031 yes     
Within Groups 197.946 262 0.756           
Total 203.266 264             
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F4_3_4 
Between Groups 4.616 2 2.308 2.943 0.054 yes     
Within Groups 203.869 260 0.784           
Total 208.484 262             
F4_4_1 
Between Groups 3.666 2 1.833 3.054 0.049 yes     
Within Groups 153.056 255 0.6           
Total 156.723 257             
F4_4_2 
Between Groups 11.008 2 5.504 9.21 0 yes     
Within Groups 152.384 255 0.598           
Total 163.392 257             
F4_4_3 
Between Groups 2.402 2 1.201 1.334 0.265       
Within Groups 230.519 256 0.9           
Total 232.92 258             
F8_1 
Between Groups 11.14 2 5.57 3.445 0.034 yes     
Within Groups 363.741 225 1.617           
Total 374.881 227             
F8_2 
Between Groups 3.083 2 1.542 2.032 0.133       
Within Groups 189.633 250 0.759           
Total 192.716 252             
F8_3 
Between Groups 0.601 2 0.3 0.396 0.673       
Within Groups 194.09 256 0.758           
Total 194.69 258             
F8_4 
Between Groups 3.942 2 1.971 2.559 0.079       
Within Groups 194.891 253 0.77           
Total 198.833 255             
F8_5 
Between Groups 0.625 2 0.312 0.397 0.673       
Within Groups 206.121 262 0.787           
Total 206.746 264             
F8_6 
Between Groups 2.318 2 1.159 1.437 0.24       
Within Groups 207.315 257 0.807           
Total 209.633 259             
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f8_tot 
Between Groups 1.628 2 0.814 1.658 0.193       
Within Groups 92.285 188 0.491           
Total 93.913 190             
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Formal Education 
           
 
Formal Education (q2.6) 
  
   
 
      ANOVA       q2.6     
Factor   
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Significant 
(yes/no) 
  
 
 
  Between Groups 14.939 6 2.49 5.184 0 yes     
F2_1 Within Groups 100.378 209 0.48           
  Total 115.317 215             
  Between Groups 6.031 6 1.005 2.067 0.058       
F2_2 Within Groups 118.178 243 0.486           
  Total 124.208 249             
  Between Groups 4.024 6 0.671 1.159 0.329       
F2_3 Within Groups 142.882 247 0.578           
  Total 146.906 253             
  Between Groups 3.194 6 0.532 1.457 0.194       
F2_4 Within Groups 88.05 241 0.365           
  Total 91.244 247             
  Between Groups 2.003 6 0.334 0.849 0.534       
F2_5 Within Groups 96.768 246 0.393           
  Total 98.771 252             
  Between Groups 4.874 6 0.812 1.194 0.31       
F3_1 Within Groups 92.569 210 0.441           
  Total 109.494 216             
  Between Groups 12.175 6 2.029 4.83 0 yes     
F3_2 Within Groups 100.835 240 0.42           
  Total 113.01 246             
  Between Groups 3.428 6 0.571 1.545 0.164       
F3_3 Within Groups 91.717 248 0.37           
  Total 95.146 254             
Appendices 
266 
 
  Between Groups 4.499 6 0.75 1.095 0.366       
F4_1_1 Within Groups 117.967 248 0.476           
  Total 135.952 254             
  Between Groups 31.694 6 5.282 9.428 0 yes     
F4_1_2 Within Groups 141.191 252 0.56           
  Total 172.885 258             
  Between Groups 25.917 6 4.319 3.961 0.001 yes     
F4_1_3 Within Groups 279.156 256 1.09           
  Total 305.072 262             
  Between Groups 9.13 6 1.522 3.685 0.002 yes     
F4_1_4 Within Groups 104.486 253 0.413           
  Total 113.616 259             
  Between Groups 24.474 6 4.079 8.293 0 yes     
F4_2_1 Within Groups 121.001 246 0.492           
  Total 145.475 252             
  Between Groups 24.838 6 4.14 9 0 yes     
F4_2_2 Within Groups 115.907 252 0.46           
  Total 140.745 258             
  Between Groups 9.697 6 1.616 3.171 0.005 yes     
F4_2_3 Within Groups 128.94 253 0.51           
  Total 138.638 259             
  Between Groups 8.203 6 1.367 2.543 0.021 yes     
F4_3_1 Within Groups 134.4 250 0.538           
  Total 142.603 256             
  Between Groups 34.134 6 5.689 9.727 0 yes     
F4_3_2 Within Groups 146.798 251 0.585           
  Total 180.932 257             
  Between Groups 24.217 6 4.036 5.696 0 yes     
F4_3_3 Within Groups 179.976 254 0.709           
  Total 204.193 260             
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  Between Groups 5.211 6 0.868 1.075 0.378       
F4_3_4 Within Groups 203.586 252 0.808           
  Total 208.797 258             
  Between Groups 18.594 6 3.099 5.62 0 yes     
F4_4_1 Within Groups 136.754 248 0.551           
  Total 155.347 254             
  Between Groups 29.597 6 4.933 9.111 0 yes     
F4_4_2 Within Groups 134.275 248 0.541           
  Total 163.872 254             
  Between Groups 10.888 6 1.815 2.035 0.062 yes     
F4_4_3 Within Groups 222.096 249 0.892           
  Total 232.984 255             
  Between Groups 32.526 6 5.421 3.505 0.002 yes     
F8_1 Within Groups 335.587 217 1.546           
  Total 368.114 223             
  Between Groups 19.363 6 3.227 4.584 0 yes     
F8_2 Within Groups 170.386 242 0.704           
  Total 189.749 248             
  Between Groups 12.574 6 2.096 2.891 0.01 yes     
F8_3 Within Groups 179.791 248 0.725           
  Total 192.365 254             
  Between Groups 20.059 6 3.343 4.575 0 yes     
F8_4 Within Groups 179.045 245 0.731           
  Total 199.104 251             
  Between Groups 26.974 6 4.496 6.509 0 yes     
F8_5 Within Groups 175.429 254 0.691           
  Total 202.403 260             
  Between Groups 11.227 6 1.871 2.344 0.032 yes     
F8_6 Within Groups 198.801 249 0.798           
  Total 210.027 255             
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  Between Groups 10.253 6 1.709 1.705 0.12       
f8_tot Within Groups 82.355 179 0.46           
  Total 92.289 185             
  Between Groups 17.99 6 2.998 4.678 0 yes     
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Tenure 
          
 
 
Tenure (q2.2)   
  
 
 
ANOVA q2.2 (categorised) 
  
 
 
Factor   
Sum of 
Squares 
df Mean 
Square 
F Sig. Significant 
(yes/no) 
  
 
 
F2_1 Between Groups 2.38624582 4 0.596561455 1.1237747 0.3462682 
    
 
 
  Within Groups 111.4795533 210 0.530855016 
        
 
 
  Total 113.8657991 214 
          
 
 
F2_2 Between Groups 1.561447532 4 0.390361883 0.7756587 0.5419494 
    
 
 
  Within Groups 122.2933912 243 0.503264984 
        
 
 
  Total 123.8548387 247 
          
 
 
F2_3 Between Groups 1.582000986 4 0.395500247 0.663237 0.618088 
    
 
 
  Within Groups 147.290574 247 0.596318113 
        
 
 
  Total 148.872575 251 
          
 
 
F2_4 Between Groups 1.514997142 4 0.378749285 1.0402303 0.3870583 
    
 
 
  Within Groups 88.11253322 242 0.364101377 
        
 
 
  Total 89.62753036 246 
          
 
 
F2_5 Between Groups 3.301155953 4 0.825288988 2.1177992 0.0791729 
    
 
 
  Within Groups 95.86418269 246 0.3896918 
        
 
 
  Total 99.16533865 250 
          
 
 
F3_1 Between Groups 6.980393504 4 1.745098376 3.6624649 0.0065844 yes     
  Within Groups 101.4906524 213 0.476481936 
        
 
 
  Total 108.4710459 217 
          
 
 
F3_2 Between Groups 2.394170878 4 0.598542719 1.3058377 0.2684575 
    
 
 
  Within Groups 110.464569 241 0.458359207 
        
 
 
  Total 112.8587398 245 
          
 
 
F3_3 Between Groups 2.116530581 4 0.529132645 1.4690697 0.2121245 
    
 
 
  Within Groups 89.32516902 248 0.360182133 
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  Total 91.4416996 252 
          
 
 
F4_1_1 Between Groups 3.644545266 4 0.911136317 1.7483409 0.139945 
    
 
 
  Within Groups 129.2435629 248 0.521143399 
        
 
 
  Total 132.8881081 252 
          
 
 
F4_1_2 Between Groups 9.966910377 4 2.491727594 3.8517938 0.0046703 yes     
  Within Groups 163.6658416 253 0.64690056 
        
 
 
  Total 173.6327519 257 
          
 
 
F4_1_3 Between Groups 5.289920051 4 1.322480013 1.1708209 0.3241052 
    
 
 
  Within Groups 289.1602715 256 1.129532311 
        
 
 
  Total 294.4501916 260 
          
 
 
F4_1_4 Between Groups 2.013415962 4 0.50335399 1.1534718 0.3319706 
    
 
 
  Within Groups 110.4045685 253 0.436381694 
        
 
 
  Total 112.4179845 257 
          
 
 
F4_2_1 Between Groups 1.747256932 4 0.436814233 0.760587 0.5518286 
    
 
 
  Within Groups 141.280756 246 0.574312016 
        
 
 
  Total 143.0280129 250 
          
 
 
F4_2_2 Between Groups 3.879377961 4 0.96984449 1.8087231 0.1276126 
    
 
 
  Within Groups 135.1234014 252 0.536203974 
        
 
 
  Total 139.0027793 256 
          
 
 
F4_2_3 Between Groups 0.830351325 4 0.207587831 0.3872865 0.8176579 
    
 
 
  Within Groups 135.6094936 253 0.536005904 
        
 
 
  Total 136.439845 257 
          
 
 
F4_3_1 Between Groups 0.578657174 4 0.144664294 0.2603121 0.90317 
    
 
 
  Within Groups 138.3777947 249 0.555734115 
        
 
 
  Total 138.9564519 253 
          
 
 
F4_3_2 Between Groups 10.9284692 4 2.7321173 4.1559025 0.0028119 yes     
  Within Groups 165.0090308 251 0.657406497 
        
 
 
  Total 175.9375 255 
          
 
 
F4_3_3 Between Groups 9.679089768 4 2.419772442 3.2253006 0.0132126 yes     
  Within Groups 190.5627635 254 0.7502471 
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  Total 200.2418533 258 
          
 
 
F4_3_4 Between Groups 5.358247125 4 1.339561781 1.6908066 0.1525914 
    
 
 
  Within Groups 199.6500214 252 0.79226199 
        
 
 
  Total 205.0082685 256 
          
 
 
F4_4_1 Between Groups 2.414812815 4 0.603703204 1.0191772 0.3979714 
    
 
 
  Within Groups 146.9012346 248 0.592343688 
        
 
 
  Total 149.3160474 252 
          
 
 
F4_4_2 Between Groups 11.36604144 4 2.84151036 4.7202553 0.001093 yes     
  Within Groups 149.2916222 248 0.601982347 
        
 
 
  Total 160.6576636 252 
          
 
 
F4_4_3 Between Groups 4.411483409 4 1.102870852 1.2108179 0.3067071 
    
 
 
  Within Groups 226.801115 249 0.910847851 
        
 
 
  Total 231.2125984 253 
          
 
 
F8_1 Between Groups 7.517673337 4 1.879418334 1.1496497 0.3341324 
    
 
 
  Within Groups 358.0156899 219 1.63477484 
        
 
 
  Total 365.5333633 223 
          
 
 
F8_2 Between Groups 10.96303764 4 2.74075941 3.7819418 0.005286 yes     
  Within Groups 175.3765163 242 0.724696348 
        
 
 
  Total 186.3395539 246 
          
 
 
F8_3 Between Groups 4.744464972 4 1.186116243 1.6780668 0.1556032 
    
 
 
  Within Groups 175.2950607 248 0.706834922 
        
 
 
  Total 180.0395257 252 
          
 
 
F8_4 Between Groups 3.335307875 4 0.833826969 1.0759994 0.3689349 
    
 
 
  Within Groups 189.8584699 245 0.77493253 
        
 
 
  Total 193.1937778 249 
          
 
 
F8_5 Between Groups 4.316478123 4 1.079119531 1.394365 0.2363447 
    
 
 
  Within Groups 196.5743327 254 0.773914696 
        
 
 
  Total 200.8908108 258 
          
 
 
F8_6 Between Groups 5.547693646 4 1.386923412 1.744137 0.1408243 
    
 
 
  Within Groups 198.0027493 249 0.795191764 
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  Total 203.5504429 253 
          
 
 
f8_tot Between Groups 3.431027678 4 0.857756919 1.738109 0.1434906 
    
 
 
  Within Groups 89.32351211 181 0.493500067 
        
 
 
  Total 92.75453978 185 
          
 
 
 
 
